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ABSTRACT 
Questions in the courtroom are used strategically to accuse, provoke, argue and ridicule the 
defendant/witness. These purposes are realised pragmatically through the question form 
and prosodic delivery. For example, although modal interrogatives are conventionally used 
to make requests, they are used as commands in the courtroom.  As Arabic has no direct 
equivalents for most of the coercive types of questions, interpreters, therefore, are required 
to interpret them pragmatically by producing pragmatic equivalence irrespective of the 
syntactic form. This task is challenging, according to the literature on court interpreting. 
Therefore, the study hypothesized that Arabic interpreters, like their Spanish colleagues in 
Hale’s (2004) study, would most likely render the propositional content of the courtroom 
questions at the expense of the intended/pragmatic meaning. 
 
To explore the research hypothesis, the thesis used a combination of empirical and 
theoretical approaches. Through the theoretical approach, the similarities and differences 
between Arabic and English questions with reference to their formation and function were 
investigated. This was undertaken in the light of relevant pragmatic theories, such as 
speech act theory. Based on these theories, a theoretical model was devised to be utilised to 
achieve three objectives: First, to formulate pragmatic equivalence in Arabic for the 
courtroom questions that were problematic for Arabic interpreters; second, to generate 
pragmatic equivalents for the pragmatic markers used in the courtroom questions; and 
third, to devise strategy to maintain in Arabic the register of the courtroom questions. 
 
Empirically, the data consisted of spontaneous interpretations of the taxonomy of 
courtroom questions performed by professional Arabic interpreters in live interpreting 
 xx 
 
sessions (LIS), and the respondents’ views on register-related issues collected through a 
questionnaire. The Questionnaire also contained 10 taxonomy questions that were 
translated by the respondents.  
 
The interpreters’ renditions were evaluated and assessed to determine their success in 
delivering the source questions’ illocutionary force, pragmatic markers and register. This 
was performed with reference to the working model established in the theoretical 
approach, and against the benchmark of accuracy.  
 
The thesis concluded with a number of recommendations for stakeholders, based on the 
findings of the empirical research. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 
The impetus behind this study arose from personal experience as an Arabic - English court 
interpreter. Issues when interpreting certain types of courtroom questions from English to 
Arabic seemed to result from the typological, and to a certain degree, cultural differences 
between the two languages. Arabic, for instance, does not have direct equivalents for most 
English leading questions, prevalent in courtroom interrogations. The main issues seemed 
to arise from difficulties of translating the pragamtic meaning in real – the meaning the 
speaker intended to convey. It became clear that choices in interpreting these quesions 
were ad hoc, intuitional and lacked theoretical underpinning.  
 
Despite a large body of research undertaken on the court interpreting, empirical research 
was difficult to find on the Arabic-English combination. Most of the research was done on 
languages other than Arabic, particularly on the Spanish-English pair. This was the drive 
behind the present study. 
 
As a leading authority on courtroom interpreting in Australia, Professor Sandra Hale, 
previously A/Prof at the University of Western Sydney (Western Sydney University), was 
initially contacted to discuss undertaking  research on court interpreting. Hale agreed to 
supervise this thesis, and provide advice on obtaining Arabic transcripts of court cases to 
use as research data. The researcher contacted the Attorney-General’s Department who 
advised that in order to obtain recorded transcripts approval, written consent from each and 
every party to the concerned cases must be obtained. Realising the impossibility of 
meeting this requirement, Hale suggested using the taxonomy of the court questions in her 
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book The Discourse of Court Interpreting (2004). Hence, the scope of the present study 
was limited to one direction – English into Arabic. Hale also suggested replicating her 
study using the same analytical approach of applying discourse analysis of Arabic 
interpretation of the courtroom questions, adopted from her book. However, because 
prosody cannot be divorced from the analysis of court interpreting, it was imperative that 
prosodic analysis be applied as well. This is an enhancement of Hale’s approach to 
analysis, by applying a novel approach to court interpreting research. Thus, the present 
study seeks to advance Hale’s studies into court interpreting particularly her study on the 
discourse practices of law and interpreters in Australian bilignual courtrooms (2004). 
 
The findings from this study should hopefully contribute to the development of the 
interpreting performance of Arabic interpreters, and to enhance accuracy in their 
interperting of courtroom questions in particular. It should be noted that the findings 
pertaining to the performance of interpreters who generously participated in the present 
research does not mean, nor is intended to criticise their competence, expose their 
deficiencies or undermine their work. Instead, it is hoped that the results will highlight the 
difficulties of working in this environment, and raise awareness of the complexities and 
intricacies of court interpreting and suggest solutions to address these challenges. 
 
1.1 Justification of the study 
The vast majority of research into courtroom interpreting has been carried out in the 
Spanish-English combination (e.g. Hale, 1997, 1999, 2001 & 2004; Berk-Seligson, 1989, 
1990, 1999 & 2002; & Rigney, 1999) with only one or two studies into other combination 
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such as Danish-English (Jacobsen, 2004 & 2009) and Korean-English (Lee, 2009 cited in 
Hale, 2010b). The present study arises because that there has been no   previous empirical 
research on the interpretation of courtroom questions from English into Arabic. 
Furthermore, the focus of prior studies on courtroom interpreting has typically been on 
analysing the interpretation of the courtroom questions discursively with no or little 
prosodic or conversational analyses. Specific prosodic delivery of the courtroom questions 
by the lawyer or interpreter has not been investigated adequately. This thesis addresses 
both important aspects. It analyses the interpretation of the courtroom questions 
discursively as well as prosodically, and investigates the lawyer’s and the interpreter’s 
prosodic delivery of these questions.  
 
1.1.1 Research hypothesis 
The present thesis seeks to test the hypothesis that Arabic interpreters are likely to 
misinterpret the courtroom questions by rendering their locutionary act at the expense of 
their illocutionary force. In other words, they tend to interpret the propositional content 
without regard for the pragmatic (intended) meaning. 
 
1.2 Objectives of the study 
The research attempts to achieve the following objectives: 
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1. To investigate the similarities and differences of the courtroom question types between 
Arabic and English within the framework of relevant pragmatic theories discussed in the 
study.  
2. To investigate the difficulties of interpreting courtroom questions, principally leading 
questions into Arabic, by analysing the inaccuracies made by the Arabic professional 
interpreters who participated in the present research.  
3. To suggest an empirical and theoretical approach for the interpretation of different types 
of courtroom questions, with the aim of producing pragmatic equivalence and maintaining 
the register of these questions. 
 
In order to achieve the objectives of the study and investigate the research hypothesis, the 
research will attempt to answer the following eight research questions: 
 
1) In what ways do Arabic interpreters interpret different question types asked in 
Australian courtrooms? 
2) What sort of difficulties do Arabic interpreters encounter when attempting to render the 
courtroom questions? 
3) What strategies do Arabic interpreters employ to overcome the difficulties caused by 
different question types? 
4) Do Arabic interpreters interfere with the pragmatics of the courtroom questions? 
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5) Does the diglossic nature of Arabic, as manifested in its two varieties of Modern 
Standard Arabic (MSA) and Dialectal Arabic (DA), contribute to the difficulties involved 
in interpreting courtroom questions? 
6) Is the Arabic variety used by the interpreters universal and suitable for the courtroom 
register? 
7) What strategies do Arabic interpreters employ to overcome the difficulties that arise 
from the dialectal variations? 
8) What theory-based recommendations and research-informed strategies can be suggested 
by the present research? 
 
1.3 Scope of research 
The scope of research is broadly divided into two Sections: a theoretical Section and an 
empirical Section. In the theoretical Section, research-based criteria for assessing the 
accuracy of interpretations will be determined. These criteria will be applied to different 
types of courtroom questions from the data in light of the relevant pragmatic theories and 
in reference to identified Arabic equivalents. In the empirical Section, participants’ 
renditions will be assessed for accuracy in reference to criteria-based Arabic equivalents 
identified in the theoretical Section. 
 
The present study investigates a variety of question types used in Australian courtrooms, 
particularly leading questions. Leading questions constitute the majority of the questions 
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and consist of declaratives with or without tags.  Their Arabic renditions will be 
investigated more comprehensively for the following reasons: 
 
Firstly, these types of questions are strategic weapons in the lawyers’ arsenal. They are 
frequently used in courtroom questioning, particularly during cross-examination, because 
they can orient the witness’ answers towards the side of the story the lawyers want the 
judge and jury to hear.  
Secondly, in addition to their confirmation-eliciting function, they are used to make 
assumptions and express a variety of speaker attitudes and emotions. Such pragmatic 
characteristics make them markedly coercive, and, therefore, difficult to interpret 
accurately.  
Thirdly, since Arabic and English have no one-to-one correspondence in relation to leading 
questions, the functions of most of these questions are realised by different formal means 
in Arabic. For example, the functions of the constant positive polarity tag questions 
(CPPTQs) are realised by the use of a declarative aided by particular pragmatic and 
prosodic markers. 
Fourthly, and most importantly, the Arabic interpretation of court questions has not been 
studied. 
 
Among the non-leading question types, the Arabic interpretations of modal questions will 
be analysed more comprehensively than other question types due to the challenging nature 
of this question type as an indirect speech act. 
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1.4 Arabic variety used in the study 
As will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 2 (Section 2.8), Arabic is a diglossic 
language where, broadly speaking, two varieties are used. Dialectal Arabic (DA) variety is 
used mainly for everyday interaction, while Modern Standard Arabic (MSA) is used for 
formal communication and writing. The use of the two varieties is largely determined by 
the situation and only rarely is one variety used in lieu of the other. For example, when 
using MSA in conversation, even between highly educated colleagues or friends, it sounds 
bookish and unnatural. However, when the interlocutors are literate and/or well-versed in 
other Arabic dialects, they tend to use a lexically modified version of DA not native to 
either of them (Holes, 2004; S’hiri, 2002). The modification is mainly lexical, aimed at 
freeing DA from colloquialisms by using the vocabulary shared with MSA and/or 
borrowing from MSA. The borrowed vocabulary is often pronounced according to the DA 
phonological system. This speech style is commonly known as Educated Spoken Arabic 
(ESA). As defined and discussed in Chapter 2 (Section, 2.8.1.1), the Arabic variety ESA 
will be adopted in the present thesis as the speech style appropriate for interpreting the 
courtroom questions. This is because ESA is inherently suitable for conversation due to its 
use of DA phonological system, e.g. zero inflection, but without the peculiar synchronies 
and colloquialisms. Regional colloquialisms of DA are usually replaced by the vocabulary 
shared by MSA. Such modifications make ESA sound more formal than DA and more 
natural than MSA. ESA is also capable of solving comprehension issues caused by 
dialectal variations of DA, on one hand, and by the unnaturalness of speech caused by the 
hyper-formalness of MSA, on the other. As such, ESA has the conversational 
characteristics and, to an extent, the formalness of the courtroom language, which qualifies 
ESA to be the most appropriate variety to reflect the courtroom register particularly the one 
used in questioning. 
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1.5 Criteria of accuracy used in the study 
Arabic interpretations of the taxonomy questions will be assessed for accuracy in relation 
to their success in delivering what the source questions mean (illocutionary force) and how 
this meaning is transmitted (register). In relation to the first criterion, accuracy of 
interpretation means the realisation of pragmatic equivalence, which occurs when the 
illocutionary force and point of the source questions are maintained in the target language 
because the two constitute the illocutionary act of the utterance (Woodbury, 1984; Quirk, 
et al., 1985). Generating pragmatic equivalence for most interrogatives and certain types of 
leading questions can be achieved via both form and force as in the case of polar and 
modal interrogatives and invariant tag questions respectively. Although maintaining force 
irrespective of form will be deemed accurate, preserving form to the detriment of force will 
not. An example of the former is converting modal questions into imperatives, and of the 
latter rendering prosodic questions into polar questions. Although imperatives are directive 
statements and lack politeness, they still deliver the illocutionary force of modal questions 
in the courtroom, which is command. While polar questions have the same form as the 
prosodic questions, i.e. they are produced intonationally in English and ESA/DA, they do 
not encode the prosodic questions’ force, which is conduciveness and expression of 
speaker attitudes. Conversely, renditions that deliver force alone at the expense of form, 
even when form is essential, will be assessed as accurate. An example of this is converting 
polar interrogatives to modal interrogatives in examination-in-chief when they succeed in 
preserving the intended meaning, albeit politely (see analysis in Section 5.5.2).  
 
Since the courtroom questions’ register is distinct for its formality and is a feature that 
identifies the courtroom discourse, its maintenance in the interpretation becomes all 
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important. As such, delivering the source questions’ register in the target language will 
also be used as a criterion for accuracy. Given that ESA is the Arabic variety considered 
most appropriate for the courtroom register (Section 2.3.1.), it will be used as a benchmark 
for assessing the accuracy of register in the Arabic interpretations.     
 
1.6 Presentation of Arabic examples in the study 
The Arabic examples from the participants’ renditions or renditions proposed by the 
researcher, will be presented in Arabic script (with English meaning in brackets), and will 
not be transliterated except when they contain sounds that cannot be represented by the 
traditional Arabic script, e.g.  ق /g/ in the Egyptian dialect. For this purpose, Table 1.1 
below represents certain sounds in DA and ESA that do not exist in MSA. These sounds 
cannot be represented by the MSA writing system, and therefore a sound like /g/, which 
does not exist in MSA, cannot be written using that Arabic variety’s writing system. 
 
Table 1.1 Arabic Romanisation  
Arabic 
letters 
English transliteration Arabic 
letters 
English 
transliteration 
ا Not Romanised in word-initial position. Its 
pronunciation is dependent on the diacritical 
marks used (e.g. as /a/ in /ab/ (Father); /u/ in 
/um/ (Mother (in MSA)) and /i/ in /im/ (Mother 
(in Lebanese dialect))  
ط T 
ب b ظ Z 
ت t ع ‘ 
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ث th غ Gh 
ج j ف f 
ح H ق q 
خ Kh ك k 
د d ل l 
ذ dh م m 
ر r ن n 
ز z ه h 
س s و w 
ش Sh ي y 
ص S ة t/h 
ض D   َ  a 
ا /ى  aa (e.g. /hawaa/ (Fancy); /hawaa/ (Air)   َ  u 
و uu (e.g. /Huut/ (Whale)   َ  i 
oo (e.g. /moot/ (Death/ ء ’ 
ي ii (e.g. /akiid/ (Certainly)  
ee (e.g. /leel/ (Night) 
آ ’a (e.g. /’adir/ (Able) 
 
1.7 Prosodic transcription 
Prosodic analyses will examine the emotional expressivity of courtroom questions and 
assess the prosodic features of the Arabic renditions to determine their success in 
delivering the emotions and intentions expressed in the courtroom questions. A guide of 
prosodic markings has been developed to assist the research. Table 1.2 below lists of the 
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prosodic features and their symbols that have been used in the thesis. These have been 
adopted from a number of discourse transcription systems (e.g. Du Bois, 1991). 
 
Table 1.2 Prosodic symbols  
Prosodic feature  English  Arabic 
Prosodic symbol  Prosodic symbol 
Rise of intonation / (What/?) \ ( اذام\؟ ) 
Fall of intonation \   (What did you say\?) /   (دكأتم تنا  )/  
Stress Word    (You must be joking) Word      )حزمت ديكأ( 
Loudness UPPER CASE (WHAT?) Bold ( شيا\؟  )  
Prolongation  : (colon)   (Wha::t!) :  (colon)   (ـللاو::هـ  )!  
 
1.8 Conventions used in the study 
For the sake of clarity and consistency, it is imperative to define certain conventions and 
terms used in this thesis. 
 A non-sexist language in the form of the plural “them” and “their” to avoid the 
awkwardness of “s/he” or “his/her” expressions. 
 The possessive form of “witness” in preference to “witness’s” (based on its use in 
Australian Law Reform Commission (ALRC): 
http://www.alrc.gov.au/search/witness%27).  
 The term “respondents” refers to subjects who participated in the Questionnaire 
only. 
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 The term “participants” refers to those who participated in the live interpreting 
sessions (LIS). 
 The generic term “interpreters” stands for practitioners in general including those 
practitioners recruited for this study. 
 
1.9 The structure of the study 
The present study is comprised of seven Chapters. The structure of these Chapters is 
described below. 
 
Chapter 2 investigates the courtroom context which includes an interpretation of the 
taxonomy of the questions. It outlines courtroom discourse, explains the strategic use of 
courtroom questions in both types of examination, and demonstrates and exemplifies their 
communicative functions as speech acts. It also discusses Arabic diglossia, as manifested 
in its high variety of Modern Standard Arabic (MSA) and its low variety of Dialectal 
Arabic (DA), and the difficulties arising from this dichotomy. The use of Educated Spoken 
Arabic (ESA) as an accommodative speech style is also investigated.  
 
Chapter 3 presents a detailed discussion of the concept of question in Arabic and English 
outlining the similarities as well as the differences between the two languages in relat ion to 
question formation, use and function in the context of courtroom interpreting. Based on 
this discussion, a working model is devised with the purpose of achieving pragmatic 
equivalence in Arabic of the English question types that have no direct equivalents in the 
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Arabic language. Most of these types are leading questions, which are discussed in relation 
to their definition, formation, and function in the context of courtroom questioning. As a 
communicative/discursive phenomenon integrated into the courtroom questions, pragmatic 
markers are also analysed, and their discourse functions discussed. As this discussion takes 
place in the context of bilingual courtroom interrogation, strategies for interpreting these 
markers pragmatically in Arabic are discussed. 
 
Chapter 4 outlines the research questions and hypothesis, and describes the method used 
to gather the research data through the two instruments of the taxonomy questions and 
survey. Each instrument is presented and its design and questions are described together 
with profile information of the interpreters who partook in each instrument. It also outlines 
the method used in collecting and analysing the data and the presentation of the results. 
 
Chapter 5 discusses the data analysis in two broad Sections: a quantitative Section and a 
qualitative Section. The results of the quantitative data analysis are presented and 
illustrated in tables. In the qualitative Section, Arabic interpretations of the questions in 
both types of examination are analysed and exemplified with a focus on the renditions of 
leading questions in cross-examination and modal interrogatives in examination-in-chief.  
 
Chapter 6 presents the respondents’ responses and outlines the results of the survey on the 
comprehension issues arising from the use of MSA and DA. Respondents represented 
Arabic professional court interpreters across Australia. The Chapter also presents the 
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results of the respondents’ translations of the 10 taxonomy questions used in the 
Questionnaire. 
 
Chapter 7 details the findings of the interpretations of the taxonomy questions to both 
types of examination followed by the presentation of the Questionnaire findings. 
Conclusions are drawn and a number of recommendations for stakeholders are proposed. 
The Chapter concludes with a statement of the study’s contributions, limitations and 
suggestions for further research. 
 
1.10 Summary 
This Chapter outlined the scope of the study, and explained the types of questions the 
Arabic translations are to be analysed against. It also explained the criterion of accuracy 
employed to assess the accuracy of the interpretations of courtroom questions from English 
to Arabic. It also highlighted the variety of Arabic deemed appropriate for courtroom 
interpreting which will be adopted in the study and used as a model to assess the accuracy 
of rendering the source questions’ register into Arabic. 
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Chapter 2. The Australian courtroom discourse 
2.1 Introduction 
O’Barr (1982, p.28) states that “the law is a profession of words and ... since much of what 
legal processes involve is speaking, understanding how language operates is critical for 
understanding the legal process”. Understanding how language operates in the courtroom 
is, therefore, critical for interpreters in order to produce an accurate (i.e., pragmatic) 
interpretation of the courtroom language into the witness’ language. For interpreters to 
achieve accuracy in rendering the courtroom questions, they first need to know how 
language operates in the courtroom as well as the pragmatic concepts that underpin this 
operation.  
 
This Chapter aims to investigate the discourse of the interpreter-mediated courtroom. It 
outlines the aspects of the courtroom’s discourse such as register with reference to the 
diglossic nature of Arabic, and how register should be maintained in court interpreting. 
The relevant theories that underpin courtroom discourse, such as speech act theory, indirect 
speech theory and the cooperative principle will be discussed, and their application to 
Arabic will be demonstrated and exemplified. The Cooperative Principle and 
conversational implicature will be used to evaluate Arabic interpretations of the courtroom 
questions to determine two things. Firstly, the extent that the interpreters were able to 
accurately mirror, in the Arabic renditions, the lawyer’s observance or violation of the 
cooperative principle. Secondly, the extent Arabic interpretations succeeded in delivering 
the conversational implicature resulting from the lawyer’s flouting of one, or more, of 
Grice’s four maxims. Similarly, speech act theory and indirect speech theory will be 
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utilised in assessing Arabic renditions for accuracy. Speech act theory will be used to 
determine the extent interpreters were able to deliver in Arabic the illocutionary act, with 
its force, of all types of the source questions. While indirect speech theory will be used to 
assess Arabic interpretations of the English modal questions, direct speech theory as well 
as conversational implicature will be used to assess those of the other question types 
particularly leading questions. Indirect speech theory will provide insights in the Arabic 
interpretations to determine their success in delivering the element of politeness and the 
sense of request expressed indirectly, i.e. interrogatively, in the English questions. 
 
Arabic interpretations of the courtroom questions will also be assessed with reference to 
the courtroom register. The concept of register will be discussed and its treatment in court 
interpretations will be analysed. Since accuracy-based assessment of the interpretation of 
the courtroom questions is incomplete without investigating how these questions are 
interpreted, register will be taken into consideration in making that assessment. 
 
2.2 Australian courtroom discourse and the interpreter 
Since the legal system in Australia is adversarial and based on the common law, it confers 
significant discourse power to lawyers. In describing  adversarial law, O’Barr (1982, p.77) 
states that “control over the substance and form of testimony is delegated to the 
interrogating attorney”. Since the interrogative process requires that evidence is presented 
orally, language becomes all-important in the adversarial courtroom and a tool of power 
and control (Hale, 2004). The use of language, however, is regulated by what is known as 
the Rules of Evidence, which regulate all the elements of the trial, including testimonial 
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evidence, its accuracy and relevancy to the case and the manner in which it is presented. 
According to these rules, witnesses are not allowed to tell their version of extra-court 
events the way they see fit. Instead, these rules dictate that they should tell their testimony 
through an interrogation process conducted by lawyers. Lawyers’ objectives determine 
their questioning strategies and the type of questions they ask. In cross-examination, they 
prefer to use coercive question types, mainly leading questions such as declaratives 
with/without tags as well as controlling questions such as polar interrogatives. These 
question types assist to discredit witnesses and attack their evidence and version of the 
facts.  
 
In examination-in-chief, lawyers use different tactics that help them to make their own 
witnesses look credible, sincere, and competent (Berk-Seligson, 1990). These tactics 
include the use of narrative-yielding questions, e.g. modal questions and why-questions. 
Such questions enable witnesses to present their evidence as a “story” (Bennett & 
Feldman, 1984, p.7). Story telling is crucial for simplifying the complex judicial process 
particularly for the jurors and litigants, who are normally lay persons. However, the 
witness’ stories are not a first-hand account of what takes place in the courtroom, but rather 
a representation or a version of the extra-court events (Cotterill, 2004).  
 
The table below provide a summary of the common questions used in cross-examination  
and examination-in-chief. 
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2.1  Taxonomy questions with definition and examples 
No. Question type & example Definition 
1 
Checking tag question 
(e.g., “He didn’t shout anything of the 
kind, did he?”) 
It is a declarative appended by a tag. The two 
segments always have opposite polarity. It is 
coercive due to its ability to express strong 
negative assumptions.  
This question type was not used in 
examination-in-chief. 
2 
Invariant tag question 
(e.g., “You’re lying, correct?”) 
It is a declarative appended by a tag. The tag is 
a fixed token, e.g. correct/right, regardless of 
the declarative’s polarity. It is usually uttered 
with a final rising tone, which accounts for its 
weak coerciveness.   
This question type was not used in 
examination-in-chief.   
3 
Constant positive polarity tag question 
(CPPTQ) 
(e.g., “It was just a screen door, was 
it?”) 
It is a declarative appended by a tag. Both 
segments are always constant in polarity. It is 
coercive due to its quality of expressing 
negative speaker attitudes.   
This question type was not used in 
examination-in-chief. 
4 
Prosodic question 
(e.g., “But you filled out the form on the 
23
rd/?”) 
It is always declarative and uttered in a final 
high tone. It is conducive and expresses 
speaker attitudes, which accounts for its 
coerciveness.  
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This question type was not used in 
examination-in-chief. 
5 
“I put it to you”  declarative 
(e.g., “See, what I’m putting to you is 
that you were yelling and screaming on 
the ground, at this stage”) 
It is a fixed idiom and always prefaces a 
declarative. It is coercive due to its accusatory 
implicature.  
This question type was not used in 
examination-in-chief. 
6 
Polar interrogative 
(e.g., “Well, do you think you might 
answer the question that I just asked 
you?”) 
It is controlling as it restricts the answer to 
only a yes or no. It is not coercive due to its 
lack of conduciveness. It is always prefaced 
by a question marker such as do/did and  
is/was .  
7 
Wh-interrogative 
(e.g., “Where did you get the form from 
to fill out?”) 
It is always prefaced by wh-words such as 
what and when. It is open-ended and usually 
generates a narrative answer. 
8 
Modal interrogative 
(e.g., “Now, in relation to the day you 
filled out the insurance claim form, can 
you be more specific as to when police 
told you that your car had been found?”) 
It is always fronted by modal verbs like 
can/could. It is non-controlling and non-
coercive, and is used conventionally as a 
request. It has the illocutionary force of a 
command in the courtroom. It is open-ended 
and usually yields a narrative answer 
 
Simple statement 
(e.g., “And Mr Rix made these 
arrangements for you to find your car at 
Goulburn”) 
It is always in a declarative form and uttered 
in a flat tone. It is used to elicit an agreement 
to given information. It is the least controlling 
and coercive question type. 
Chapter 2  Accuracy of Court Interpreting  
20 
 
When evidence is given through an interpreter, the interpreter assumes the role of 
“storytelling-by-proxy” (Cotterill, 2004, p.516). Such a responsibility demands an accurate 
interpretation of the lawyers’ questions that set the tone, register and even the content of 
answers (O’Barr, 1982; Hale & Gibbons, 1999). When interpreters are not aware of the 
courtroom discourse, they tend to affect the process of story-building in examination-in-
chief and story-demolishing in cross-examination by misinterpreting the lawyers’ 
questions in both types of examinations (for an illustration of this, refer to Chapter 5, 
Sections: 5.3-5.5). Hale and Gibbons (1999, p.218) contend that “many legal professionals 
will be disturbed by the changes in the nature of questions they are asking”. These changes 
have been documented in a number of recent research studies (e.g., Hale, 2010a; 
Nartowska, 2015). 
 
It is worth mentioning that these changes are not limited to the inaccuracies of what is said, 
but also how it is said in relation to the courtroom register (Berk-Seligson, 2002; & Hale, 
1997). Before discussing the treatment of register in court interpreting, its concept will be 
outlined in the next section.  
 
2.3 Courtroom register 
Halliday & Hassan (1989, p.29, 38) define register as “a variety of language, 
corresponding to a variety of situation” with ‘situation’ interpreted “by means of a 
conceptual framework of ‘field’, ‘tenor’ and ‘mode’”. This is a discursive, and not 
linguistic, definition. According to Halliday & Hassan (1989), “field” refers to the nature 
of the social action that is taking place, e.g. courtroom vs. classroom; “tenor” to the 
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participants’ statuses and relationships to each other, e.g. lawyers and witnesses vs. 
friends; and “mode” to the text-type, e.g. spoken vs. written.  Lexico-grammatical items 
are linguistic categories through which register is realised (Halliday & Hassan, 1989). As 
such, when an utterance is produced, the hearer is likely able to identify its register. For 
example, upon hearing utterances such as “Are you guilty or not guilty?” and “He’s 
changing the angles again” the hearer will most likely infer two different registers whereby 
the former is that of a courtroom, and the latter of a football game. 
 
However, register is not only realised lexico-grammatically but also phonologically. Like 
vocabulary, phonology signifies the three variables and in turn is determined by them. For 
example, the non-standard pronunciation “I won’t stop botherin ya” indicates an intimate 
tenor while “I will not stop bothering you” a more formal one. On the interconnection 
between the three variables Hatim & Mason (1990, p.51) wrote that “a given level of 
formality (tenor) influences and is influenced by a particular level of technicality (field) in 
an appropriate channel of communication (mode)”. Although Halliday & Hassan (1962, 
p.153-155) asserted that register is realised through lexis, syntax and phonology as 
mentioned earlier, they did not categorize their use into particular registers. This was done 
by other researchers, for example Joos (1962, p. 18-28), who identified a scale of five 
registers spoken in English, namely “frozen”, “formal”, “consultative”, “casual” and 
“intimate”, that vary in terms of formality. O’Barr (1982, p.25) identified four language 
varieties used in the American courtroom, namely “formal”, “standard”, colloquial” and 
“subcultural”. Commenting on these varieties, O’Barr (1982, p.25) wrote that “divisions 
among the varieties are not clear cut, and the varieties for any individual may form a 
continuum or may be mixed in actual usage.” in order to create certain impact. This 
Chapter 2  Accuracy of Court Interpreting  
22 
 
explains why lawyers tend to go up and down on the register scale and on occasions, mix 
different styles. 
 
According to Hale, register is perceived and applied in the courtroom discourse “in terms 
of levels of formality, and this is indeed the kind of definition that interpreters and lawyers 
seem to have in mind when they speak loosely of register.” (1997, p.42). Other researchers 
(e.g. O’Barr, 1982) have found that lawyers, and indeed the jury and judges, pay attention 
not only to the content of witnesses’ testimonies but also to their register. 
 
A number of studies (e.g. Conley et al., 1998; Loftus, 1979; Berk-Seligson, 1990) have 
found that witnesses’ registers play an essential role in determining witness credibility. 
Accordingly, formal register when used by witnesses is most likely to enhance their 
trustworthiness and vice versa (Hale, 1997; Gallez & Maryns, 2014). Therefore, 
maintaining the register in the interpretation of the courtroom questions becomes very 
important.  
 
2.3.1 Arabic diglossia: Dialectal Arabic and Modern Standard Arabic 
As a diglossic language, Arabic has two varieties in use; one is informal, known by 
different terms including DA, which is acquired at home and is used in every day 
conversation. The other is widely known as MSA, which is learned by formal education 
and is used for writing and formal verbal interactions (Ferguson, 1972). According to 
Hudson the low variety is “natively learned”, whereas the high variety “is nobody’s mother 
tongue” (2002, p.7). Hudson’s classification applies aptly to Arabic where MSA is learned 
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at school like foreign languages, and DA is acquired at home qualifying it to be a  mother 
tongue. The functional differences between MSA and DA are that “Arabs read and write in 
standard Arabic [MSA], and speak and listen in colloquial Arabic [DA]” (Campbell, 
Dyson, Karim & Rabie, 1993, p.66). DA is a collective gloss used to denote the diverse 
multitude of dialects spoken by native Arabic speakers in their respective regions and 
countries (Mahmoud, 1990; Aoun et al., 2010). MSA is broadly the same across the 
Arabic-speaking countries, while in contrast, DA is formed of “a wide variety of dialects, 
some of them being so different from one another that they might almost be considered 
separate languages”. (Rice & Sa’id ,1979, p.xii). An example of these differences is the 
word “nose”, which is فنأ  /anf/ in MSA; فين /niif/ in North African dialects; ريخانم 
/manaakhiir/ in the Egyptian/Sudanese dialects; مشخ  /khashm/ in Iraqi and Arab peninsula 
and راخنم /minkhaar/ in Levantine dialects.  
 
Sociolinguists divide modern Arabic dialects into two major groupings: Western and 
Eastern dialects. Eastern dialects consist of all regional and local dialects spoken in the 
Middle East as it is defined politically (cf, Gelvin, 2005). Other scholars divide the dialects 
spoken in these two parts into four smaller groupings: North African dialects, consisting of 
Libyan, Tunisian, Algerian and Moroccan; Egyptian dialects are those spoken in Egypt and 
the Sudan; Levantine dialects comprise of Jordanian, Palestinian, Syrian and Lebanese 
dialects; Iraqi dialect and the Arab Peninsula dialects including those spoken in Saudi 
Arabia and Yemen. Furthermore, the variations between these dialects relate to both lexis 
and phonology. A word like “heart” is pronounced differently in the Arab peninsula and 
some parts of Iraq as بلق /galb/, Egyptian بلأ /alb/, and Levantine بِلأ /alib/ also بلأ /alb/, 
whereas in MSA it is بلق /qalb/. These variations are usually overcome by Arabs when 
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they inter-communicate through modifying their native dialects and, to a lesser degree, 
through using MSA vocabulary, which they pronounce dialectally. As such, some 
researchers like Mitchell & al-Hassan (1994), who disagree with the diglossic explanation, 
argue that there is a third variety, they call it Educated Spoken Arabic (ESA), situated 
between DA and MSA. They argue that the linguistic variations between the two varieties 
are a result of a continuum and gradual distribution of varieties.  
 
2.3.1.1 Educated Spoken Arabic  
ESA is defined as “a form of conversational Arabic used by educated speakers ... [that] 
constantly oscillates between written and vernacular Arabic and written-vernacular 
hybridization." (Mitchell & al-Hassan, 1994, pp.1-2). To exemplify this definition, the 
authors gave the following example from Jordanian ESA: 
 
  (ـف )ىرجام لك نع  مهربخو سمأ مزاح مهراز : 
‘[fa]zaarhom Haazim ’ms w khabbarhom ‘an kul maajaraa’  
(Hazim visited them yesterday and informed them of all that (had) happened  
(Mitchell & al-Hassan, 1994, p.18). 
 
Although the above example heavily draws on MSA for vocabulary, it is still ESA because 
its formal words have no inflections and are pronounced dialectally, e.g. the word 
“informed” is pronounced /khabbarhom/ and not /akhbarhom/ as in MSA. ESA, therefore, 
“is characterized by general intelligibility among great regional and stylistic diversity” 
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(Mitchell, 1986, p.1). Mitchell acknowledges, however, that ESA is not linguistically 
homogenous like MSA, but rather a hybrid of the two codes and has the same dichotomy 
of formality/informality. Mitchell & el-Hassan write that “formal (F) …notably draws on 
written language, Informal (-F), is closer to a given regional vernacular, and a middle, 
often hybrid grade.” (Mitchell & el-Hassan, 1994, p.2). In order to exemplify the two 
levels of register, Mitchell gave the following hypothetical example of a Kuwaiti executive 
wanting the office window opened: 
 
[1] :ةفيردلا ّلطب  ‘baTTil iddiriifa ’ 
‘Open the window (with exclusively Kuwaiti vernacular forms)’ 
[2] كابّشلا حتفإ: ‘iftaH ishshibbaak’ 
‘Open the window’ (with pan-Arab form). 
[3]  ةذفّانلا حتفت نكمم:  ‘momkin tiftaH innaafidha’ 
‘Could you open the window’ (including the nonvernacualr MSA form naafiða) 
(1986: 13) 
 
In the above example, Mitchell (1986) claims that the Kuwaiti executive is likely to use [1] 
with a Kuwaiti colleague, while [2] and (3) with non-Kuwaitis. Mitchell’s silence on the 
issue of to whom and where utterances [2] and [3] are to be used is indicative of the fact 
that the use of ESA is context-bound and underpinned by the primary aim of facilitating 
communication and ensuring comprehension. This means that [1] is likely to be used with 
Kuwaiti colleagues who will have no issue understanding it; [2] with non-Kuwaitis who 
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speak dialects that use the words كابّشلا /ishshibbaak/ (window), and [3] ةذفاّنلا  /innaafidha/ 
(window) with those who speak dialects perceived to be somewhat unfamiliar or 
unintelligible like Algerian or Moroccan. 
 
It is worth mentioning that ESA does not facilitate communication through the use of 
colloquialism-free lexis of DA and the vocabulary of MSA alone but through the use of the 
phonological system of DA (Mitchell, 1986; S’hiri, 2002). An analysis of the phonology  
of version (3) in Mitchell’s example above will illustrate this. Although ESA is similar to 
MSA in lexis, it is not in phonology because, for instance, the clause حتفت (you open) is 
pronounced /tiftaH/ in ESA and /taftaH/ in MSA.  
 
Formality alone is not the main objective of using ESA; comprehension comes first and if 
it can be achieved through DA then there is no need in modifying it or using MSA. This 
explains why DA is used first [1] in Mitchell’s example quoted earlier, followed by 
modified DA [2] and MSA [3] as three different converging strategies to facilitate 
communication. The use of vocabulary exclusive to MSA seems to be the last resort when 
no common words in DA or shared ones with MSA are readily available. According to 
S’hiri (2002), speakers of different Arabic dialects converge by making changes to their 
native dialects in the form of borrowing more from popular dialects, e.g. Egyptian, rather 
than MSA. Such accommodative processes result in producing “some form of common 
speech that is not native to anyone” (Bolinger, 1975: 364), which is what ESA is all about. 
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ESA, therefore, is the most appropriate style for courtroom interpreting because it enables 
interpreters to (1) facilitate intelligibility by managing the dialectal variations and (2) 
maintain the court register, primarily the one used in interrogation. However, in court 
discourse, formality, like comprehension, assumes equal importance because interpreters 
are required to maintain the courtroom register, which is largely formal. As such, 
interpreters are expected to avoid the use of the dialectal colloquialisms and instead use the 
lexis that is shared with MSA even when they interpret for clients who speak the same 
native dialect. For example, ؟لماح يتنإ is the rendition of “Are you pregnant?” which 
achieves both comprehension and formality rather than ؟هميقتسم يتنإ (Are you pregnant?), a 
regional colloquialism in the Lebanese dialect. The latter, however, can be used if the 
source question is phrased colloquially in English, e.g. “Are you preggers?”. However, 
when a fixed legal expression is used, e.g. “Are you guilty or not guilty?” it should always 
be interpreted in MSA, i.e., ؟بنذم ريغ مأ بنذم تنأ, even if that will cause an intelligibility 
issue.  
 
The preceding discussion analysed various speech styles used in Arabic. It concluded that 
the ESA style appeared to accommodate all Arabic formalities, reducing the possibility of 
register-specific comprehension and intelligibility issues arising during interpreting. 
Therefore, it will be used as the criterion to assess the accuracy of register in Arabic 
interpretation of English questions. 
2.4 The treatment of register in court interpreting 
Gonzalez, Vasquez & Mikkelson, assert that interpreters are required to convey the source 
message “in exactly the same manner as it was spoken” (1991, p. 272). Failing to do so by 
either raising or lowering the witness’ register can “alter or reverse the impact of the 
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message” (O’Barr, 1982, p.2). Researchers (e.g. Berk-Seligson, 1990; Hale 1997; Gallez & 
Maryns, 2014) have found that interpreters rarely produce register equivalence in the target 
language as they tend to interfere with the witnesses’ register either by raising or lowering 
it. Hale (1997) has discovered that interpreters lower the register when interpreting into 
Spanish as in the following example (1997a, p. 51): 
 
 “Solicitor: When was this agreement entered into? 
 Interpreter: And when was it that this agreement started? 
 
The interference occurred when the interpreter omitted the legal and formal expression 
“entered into” and used simpler grammatical structure (Hale, 1997). Conversely, Berk-
Seligson (1989, p. 81) found that interpreters tend to raise register when interpreting from 
Spanish into English by using what she calls “hyper-formal” style distinguished by certain 
linguistic features including unabbreviated forms, e.g. “is that not right?” instead of “isn’t 
that right?". 
 
Interpreters’ interferences may have implications for witnesses and defendants. By raising 
the register of the witness and lowering that of the lawyer, the judge/jury is likely to form a 
wrong impression about the witness’ level of education, social standing and intelligence 
(Gallez & Maryns, 2014). This in turn may probably encourage the judge or the 
interrogating lawyer to continue using high register while evaluating the witness positively 
in the process. In some extreme instances, breach of register in interpretations may provide 
basis for an appeal as what happened in the USA when a female witness, who gave her 
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evidence in informal Spanish, was made to appear educated and sophisticated thanks to the 
formal English used by the interpreter. The case later collapsed on account of inaccurate 
interpreting (Gonzalez et al., 1991, p. 265). Similar instances took place in other countries 
as documented in the literature (see, Hayes & Hale, 2010 for Australia; Spolsky, 2009 for 
the USA; De Pedro, 2010, for the UK).  
 
Since the data are limited to one direction only, register will be part of the accuracy-based 
criteria used in the study to only assess the participants’ renditions of the taxonomy 
questions into Arabic. 
 
2.4.1 Diglossia and triglossia in the Arabic courtrooms 
In her study on the legal discourse of Moroccan courts, Lamrani (2002) documented the 
comprehension issues arising from the use of MSA as an official language in these 
Moroccan courts. This forced the Moroccan court officials to resort to another speech 
style, similar to ESA, called Middle Moroccan Arabic (MMA). According to Lamrani, 
(2002, p.299), MMA is routinely used in order "to reduce the conceptual and structural 
distance between MA [Moroccan Arabic], which is mainly spoken, and MSA". The 
asymmetrical co-existence of MSA, MMA and MA made Moroccan courts "triglossic" 
since the questions were asked in MSA, and then “translated” into MA or MMA for the 
benefit of the witness, as demonstrated by the following example from Lamrani (2002, 
p.300): 
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ود لتقلل نايدؤمل حرجلاو برضلا يه كيل اهجومل ةمهت ةين ن ... لاب هيتلتق ىتح ايِحضلا يتبرض ينعي
ولتقت يوان نوكتام  .؟داه امهت داهف لوقت اك شآ اويإ:  
C[ourt] M[agistrate]: ttuhma lemwejjha lik hiya dharb wa ljurH lmuaddiani lilqatl 
duna niyyati ..., ya‘ni dharabtid daHiyya Hetta qteltiih bla ma tkun nawi tqetlu.  
Iwaash katguul fhad tuhma haad 
 
(The accusation that you are charged with is aggression and causing injuries 
leading to unintentional killing ... That is to say, you hit the victim until you killed 
him without the intention of killing him. So, what do you say about this 
accusation?) 
 
According to Lamrani (2002), the magistrate started the question, outlining the charges and 
then expressed it into MA, although only the MSA version would be recorded and 
archived. In fact, the court officials preferred to use MMA with educated litigants 
(Lamrani, 2002). The following is an example of this variety employed by both the 
magistrate and the defendant (2002, p.303). 
 
 Court Magistrate:  ؟ةقرسلا لايد فورظ: ‘dhuruuf dyal ssariqa?’ 
 (The circumstances of the theft?) 
Witness: ةقرسلا لايد فورظ: ‘dhuruuf dyal ssariqa...’  
(The circumstances of the theft, ....) 
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In the above exchange, the judge mixed MA لايد and MSA فورظ and ةقرسلا, which is the 
same style replicated by the witness.  
 
Using a hybrid style like MMA is not universal in the Arab world as some Arabic 
courtrooms are strictly diglossic. Khachan (2011) states that the bench and the bar in 
Lebanese courts use MSA when debating a legal point and recording evidence, but DA 
when questioning litigants, which would then be “translated” back in MSA. Khachan 
asserts that reformulating the witness’ evidence given colloquially into MSA could have 
implications for the witness, e.g. distorting witnesses’ evidence, and leaving them in the 
dark in terms of what has been said and recorded as their own evidence (Khachan, 2011). 
 
2.5 The cooperative principle & conversational implicature in 
courtroom discourse 
The cooperative principle and conversational implicature are the foundations of Grice’s 
pragmatic account of communication. To account for the distinction between what is 
directly said and what is implied in an utterance, Grice (1975, p.45) proposes that 
interlocutors converse according to an implicit assumption known as the cooperative 
principle. Grice asserts that in order to observe this principle, you must “Make your 
conversational contribution such as is required, at a stage at which it occurs, by the 
accepted purpose of direction of talk exchange in which you are engaged”. Grice further 
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theorises that these are underlined by a set of assumptions, known as conversation maxims 
(1975, p.45-46), namely: 
 
 Quality: try to make your contribution one that is true. The other maxims are 
dependent on this one. Based on this, if a speaker is untruthful then the 
utterance is false even if the right amount of information is given or the 
speaker is relevant, clear and orderly when speaking. 
  Quantity: make your contribution as informative as is required. 
 Relevance: be relevant. 
 Manner: avoid ambiguity, be orderly and brief. 
 
According to Grice, conversation is rule-bound and the observance of these norms is a 
cooperative effort by interlocutors and for an interaction to be successful, interactants need 
to observe these four strictures. Chapman explains: 
 
A hearer will interpret what is said to him on the assumption that the speaker is 
adhering to the cooperative principle ... even when faced with an utterance that 
might look less than cooperative or even downright uncooperative (Chapman, 
2011, p.75).  
An example of an utterance that sounds less than cooperative is the wife’s response “I saw 
the dog coming out of the kitchen wiggling his tail” when her husband asked about the 
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sausage he had left on the dining table before he went to the bathroom. Although the wife 
did not say that the dog had eaten the sausage, the husband inferred this meaning because 
he knew that she intentionally did not adhere to the cooperative principle. However, the 
husband would not make that inference had the wife violated the cooperative principle 
through, for instance, error or improbable exaggeration, e.g. “I saw a lion coming out of 
the kitchen”. Therefore, as long as conversationalists interact in accordance with the 
cooperative principle, they are free to either observe the four maxims or flout them. Grice 
explains this by saying that since speakers assume that hearers follow the cooperative 
principle and its maxims for interpreting speech behaviour, the speaker is then free to 
exploit or flout it. However, the speaker is still required to speak in a way that their 
utterance will be interpreted according to this principle. Based on this assumption, if the 
speaker’s utterance seems, for instance, irrelevant, the addressee will attempt to construct a 
sequence of inferences that make it relevant.  
 
Interlocutors’ exploitation of the maxims is the mechanism by which they imply more in 
what they say than what they literally mean. Grice (1991, p.30) calls this mechanism 
“conversational implicature”. Implicature, therefore, arises in situations where what the 
speaker says differs from what the speaker implicates. In this case the hearer, based on a 
common set of linguistic and cultural norms, is required to add to what has been said in 
order to interpret the utterance correctly (i.e., inferring the implied meaning). Chapman 
(2011, p.75) explains that “the hearer interprets what he hears in a way that will make it 
consistent with the observation of the cooperative principle; anything that the hearer has to 
add to ‘what is said’ in order to do so is a conversational implicature”. An example is when 
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a friend is asked: “are you coming tonight?” and they answer “I have to work early 
tomorrow”. Although the friend did not say that they were not coming, it was implicated. 
 
It could be expected then, that courtroom participants, particularly lawyers, would avoid 
resorting to conventional implicatures when interrogating witnesses since lawyers, 
according to Du Cann (1986), are expected to be clear and unambiguous. However, this 
does not seem to be supported. Levinson (1983) states that the maxim of quantity is 
systematically infringed upon in the courtroom and particularly in cross-examination. 
Lawyers expertly use a variety of tactics during the interrogation process in order to flout 
these maxims, for example when they repeat part of the witness’ evidence in CPPTQ 
questions, not to agree with its proposition, but to cast doubt on it. This also occurs when 
lawyers insist on a “yes” or “no” answer to an incriminating and information-packed polar 
question. In every day conversation, the respondent will have the option to elaborate on 
their answer by giving as much information as required, which is necessitated by the 
maxim of quantity. This option is not allowed in the courtroom, especially during cross-
examination. According to Harris (2001), implicature is typically used when indirectness is 
more powerful in conveying the point than directness as in the declarative “I put it to you 
that” which, according to Hale (2004), often has the implicature of accusation. 
Implicatures in courtroom questions can be interpreted into Arabic because the cooperative 
principle with its maxims are generally universal and, apart from instances of mismatches 
and non-correspondence between Arabic and English, they largely operate in Arabic in the 
same manner as in English, as demonstrated in the next Section. 
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2.5.1 Application of cooperative principle & conversational implicature 
to Arabic 
Although a number of scholars (e.g. Wilmsen 2009; Harris 1995) disputed the universality 
of the cooperative principle and conversational implicature by asserting that intentions in 
some languages are not expressed according to these two concepts, it can still be argued 
that Arabic is not one of these languages according to some researchers (e.g., Farghal 
1995; Shehab, 2003). The two researchers claim that intentions are also expressed in 
Arabic according to the conceptual framework of both theories. According to Shehab 
(2003), Arabic speakers conversationally cooperate with one another by complying with 
the cooperative principle and its maxims. Consequently, when one of these maxims gets 
flouted by one of the conversationalists the co-conversationalist realises this and interprets 
the utterance in such a way that makes it in agreement with the conversational implicature 
by adding to what is being said. An example in Arabic is the following two utterances: 
 
 Ali has five acres of land (نيدادف ةسمخ هدنع يلع) 
 Ali has only five acres of land (نيدادف ةسمخ سب هدنع يلع) 
(Farghal, 1995, p.368) 
 
The author asserts that the maxim of quantity is observed in the first utterance, which says 
that Ali has no more than five acres of land, while it is flouted in the second utterance “by 
saying more than what is required” (Farghal, 1995, p.368) due to the addition of the 
emotive word “only”. This gives rise to a conversational implicature, e.g. “Ali is [an] 
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unimportant person” (Farghal 1995, p.368). Flouting the maxim of quality can also give 
rise to implicature in Arabic, e.g. a comment like خّابط كنا فرعا تنكام ذيذل!  (Delicious! I 
didn’t know that you’re a great cook) when said about a bland and boring dish. Since, the 
speaker failed to observe the maximum of quality “be truthful”, the statement is untrue. 
Non-observance of the maxim of relevance occurs when an Arab asks a colleague  كيار شيا
؟دسلأا راشب يف  (What do you think of Bashar Al Assad?) to which the latter replies  فيكملا
يوش هصقنا يل حمسا ،يلاع (The air con is high, let me put it down a little?). The friend’s 
irrelevant answer is an implicature prompted by a variety of reasons, including a dislike of 
politics. As in English, implicature in Arabic arises when the maxim of manner is flouted 
due to ambiguity. An example is when a polar question that seeks a yes/no answer, e.g. 
؟رابخلأا ةرشن تفش  (Have you watched the news bulletin?), is answered irrelevantly, e.g., 
سيوك (good). The answer is obscure because it does not observe the maxim of manner, 
which requires clarity. 
 
The application of the cooperative principle with its four maxims to the courtroom 
interpreting has been explained earlier (in Section, 2.5). It notes that lawyers habitually 
flout Grice’s maxims to express a variety of attitudes and achieve certain objectives. An 
example of this is the use of CPPTQs, e.g. (Q8) “It was just a SCREEN doo:r\, was/ it?” to 
express non-genuine surprise. By repeating a short segment of the witness’ utterance, the 
lawyer seems to agree with the proposition of the witness’ utterance, thus observing the 
maxim of quality and, to a degree, that of manner. However, the lawyer’s real intent is to 
express their doubt-driven surprise in order to discredit the witness. This is a flouting of 
the maxim of “quality” by being untruthful and that of “manner” by being ambiguous. 
Since there are cross-cultural and typological differences between Arabic and English, the 
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lawyer’s attitude, and consequently the non-observance of the two maxims, cannot be 
expressed in the same way in Arabic. As demonstrated in Chapter 3 (Section, 3.6.1), 
speaker attitudes can be expressed by the use of a declarative aided by a pragmatic marker 
initially positioned and enhanced by prosodic markers. The element of surprise in the 
source question (Q8) can, therefore, be expressed as: “/كبش باب سب ناك ؟\ مـ:ـعن”. Since the 
established question types in Arabic are not conventionally equipped to express speaker 
attitudes, they cannot be used. However, if used, as some were used by some participants 
in the data, neither the lawyer’s intention nor their flouting of the maxims will be reflected 
in the Arabic version to the detriment of the witness. Similarly, the implicature of 
accusation in the “I put it to you” clause can only be conveyed through the use of certain 
clauses such as كلوقأ (I say to you) aided by suprasegmental devices including stress. Stress 
in this study is used to signify an emphatic pronunciation of a syllable or a word that serves 
to distinguish meaning in stress-timed languages such as English and Arabic (Zawaydeh, 
&de Jong, 1999). 
 
Based on the discussion so far, it could be claimed that both the cooperative principle and 
the conversational implicature apply to Arabic, and, therefore, utterances containing 
implicatures arising from flouting the maxims of the cooperative principle are translatable 
into Arabic. 
 
As demonstrated in Section 2.5, flouting the cooperative principle maxims is a strategy 
used by lawyers in their interrogation of witnesses to express communicative intentions. 
Therefore, interpretation of the courtroom questions must preserve the conversational 
implicatures in the target language to be deemed accurate. As such, participants’ renditions 
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of the courtroom questions in Chapter 5 (Section, 5.5-5.7) will be examined with reference 
to this pragmatic notion to determine the interpreters’ success in maintaining the 
implicatures of the source language in the target language. Accordingly, after determining 
the communicative intentions expressed by the lawyer in the source questions, and 
identifying the implicatures, the Arabic interpretations will be analysed and assessed for 
their success or failure in communicating the same intentions and implicature of the source 
question. 
 
2.6 Speech act theory in the courtroom discourse 
Speech act theory appears to complement Grice’s approach to the pragmatic meaning in 
speech. As Baker (1992, p.259) explains: “Like Grice, speech act theory is an attempt to go 
beyond the literal meaning of words and structures by classifying utterances according to 
their implicit rather than explicit function”. According to Austin (1962, 1975), who 
introduced this theory, words become acts when they are uttered. Levinson (1991, p.236) 
extends this by saying that “in uttering sentences one is also doing [other] things ... [when] 
uttering a sentence one might [also] be said to be performing actions”. In other words, the 
language used in courtroom questioning is not limited to performing static verbal functions 
like describing, but by performing actions as well. For example, when the lawyer asks “I 
put it to you that he didn’t assault you”, the lawyer is not just stating what has happened, 
but accusing the witness of lying for claiming the opposite, i.e. he was assaulted. However, 
any speech act involves three simultaneous acts, namely, locutionary act, illocutionary act 
and perlocutionary act. Shane (2008, p.109) explains “The trio of locution, illocution and 
perlocution may be summed up as: ‘what I say, what I mean, [and] what you think I 
mean.’”. Nevertheless, in order for speech acts to be successful, three felicity conditions 
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must first be met (Austin, 1962, 1975). The first condition requires that the speaker when 
making a speech act must have the authority to do so; the second condition is that the 
speech act must be performed in an appropriate manner; the third condition is that 
sincerity requires the speaker to be genuine and not intend an implicature (Grice, 1975), 
such as when joking. So, a question like “Can you tell us why did you punch your wife?” 
will meet felicity conditions if it is asked by a person of authority like a lawyer in a 
courtroom, and is made in an appropriate manner, i.e., interrogatively and not declaratively 
(unless an implicature is intended), and the questioner is sincere (in the obtaining of an 
answer). 
 
Searle (1975) asserts that the illocutionary act is often made up of two complementary 
components: illocutionary point and illocutionary force. The former describes the purpose 
of the illocutionary act, whereas the latter describes its strength. Hatim & Mason (1990, 
p.60) define illocutionary force as “the communicative force which accompanies the 
utterance”. An example of this is a lawyer’s question: “Can you tell us what happened?”, 
which has an illocutionary point of a request (for information), but an illocutionary force of 
a command. This is because it meets the felicity conditions - the lawyer has the authority to 
ask, they use a modal question type used conventionally for making requests, and the 
lawyer is genuine in obtaining an answer.  
 
Since speech act theory underpins courtroom discourse, particularly the interrogative 
process, it is imperative, therefore, to apply it to an evaluation of all courtroom questions 
within the data. This theory will provide insights into the Arabic renditions of these 
questions and will determine whether the participants were able to convey the intentions 
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and the attitudes implied in the source questions into Arabic. This framework will enable a 
precise appraisal of the coping strategies participants used in interpreting the different 
types of questions, and the reasons behind the success or failure of these strategies. For 
example, when a prosodic question with a final rising intonation is interpreted as a polar 
question with a final rising intonation, this coping strategy will be deemed inaccurate 
according to speech act theory. That is because the purpose of using prosodic questions in 
the courtroom is to enable lawyers to express attitudes and contribute to the provision of 
evidence. An example of this is these two questions: “She cares for you/?” and “Does she 
care for you/?”; where the first (prosodic) question allows the lawyer, albeit indirectly, to 
give evidence, whereas the second (polar) question does not as it only seeks unbiased 
answer of yes/no. Similarly, when a question prefaced by an: “I put it to you” clause is 
converted into Arabic by two interpreters both used the same Arabic clause “I say to you” 
whereby only one was used with a stress on the verb “say”. Drawing on speech act theory, 
“I put it to you” is a declarative speech act used in the courtroom to accuse, and therefore a 
rendition that used stress should be deemed accurate because it conveyed the intention of 
accusation embedded in the English declarative.  
 
Lawyers also employ certain question types that are conventionally used to perform 
specific speech acts, e.g. making polite requests via the use of modal questions, to perform 
different speech act like commands. This is known as “indirect speech act" (Searle, 1975, 
p.178). However, before discussing this pragmatic notion, the applicability of speech act 
theory in the Arabic language will be investigated below. 
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2.6.1 Application of speech act theory to Arabic 
Al-Hindawi1, Al-Masu’di & Mirza (2014) claim that the pragmatic application of 
language as conceptualised by the speech act theory was known to the medieval Arab 
scholars who discussed this as a part of rhetoric. Only recently has it become part of 
linguistics in the studies of modern Arabic dialects. However, in the classical treatment of 
speech acts, only two dimensions of meaning have been identified: one is قوطنملا (point) 
and موهفملا (force). The combinations of these are equivalent to the two components of 
Austin’s illocutionary act. According to these researchers, Arab scholars studied the notion 
of  “force” as “something which is outside ... the utterance... [and] is arrived at by 
appealing to some extra-linguistic features: context ... speaker’s intention, and the like” 
(Al-Hindawi1 et. al. 2014, p.36). 
 
Interestingly, the classical treatises on the rhetorical treatment of utterances of speech-acts 
focused only on these two aspects of meaning, which are speaker-oriented, while ignoring 
the third aspect, the perlocutionary act (effect), which is hearer-oriented. This is, perhaps, a 
logical result of analysing meaning in MSA through written (religious and literary) texts, 
and not in spontaneous naturally-occurring utterances in which the perlocutionary act is 
realised. This deficiency has been rectified in modern studies which analyse meaning in 
DA. According to several studies (e.g. Al-Shaer, 2013 on Palestinian Arabic; Al Talhi, 
2011 on Hijazi Arabic; Jaradat, 2011 on Jordanian Arabic), speakers of different Arabic 
dialects habitually perform all the three speech acts in their daily conversations when they 
are carried out in felicitous situations. 
 
Chapter 2  Accuracy of Court Interpreting  
42 
 
In a study on speech act theory of “Palestinian” Arabic and “American” English, Al-Shaer 
(2013, p.237) found that speakers of both languages utilise the framework of speech act 
notion in performing a multitude of communicative acts such as threatening, promising, 
thanking, asking, etc. Similarly, Al Talhi (2011, p.30), who compared the realisation of 
speech acts in ordinary verbal interactions by native female speakers of “Hijazi” Arabic 
dialect (Arab peninsula) and “American” English, found that although Hijazi speakers 
tended to use culturally-specific strategies (e.g. verbosity and hyperbole) in performing 
various speech acts, the mechanism for the realisation of these acts was the same in both 
languages. In Arabic, as is in English, the hearer has to first recognise the illocutionary act 
of the utterance (i.e., the speaker’s intent) and identify its force before the perlocutionary 
act is realised (the effect on the hearer). When the illocutionary act is not executed 
properly, e.g. violating conversational maxims without intending an implicature, the 
perlocutionary act is certain to fail to generate the desjred effect on the hearer. An example 
of this is the use of the Arabic word نابعت, which is used to mea “tired” or “ill” in most 
Arabic dialects. Its use in conversation is therefore bound to create misunderstanding. 
Wilmsen (2009, p.244, illustrates this misunderstanding by giving the following example 
from a recorded conversation in Egyptian Arabic. 
 
؟كلام  (What’s the matter?) 
 ادبأةيوش نابعت   (Nothing, (I’m) a bit tired) 
كتملاس لأ (Get better soon) 
 
Chapter 2  Accuracy of Court Interpreting  
43 
 
Commenting on the above exchange, Wilmsen notes that “the ambiguity arises because the 
speaker… could mean either that he is feeling somewhat ill or that he is simply a little tired 
(as was the case in the interaction recorded here)” (Wilmsen, 2009, p.244). This example 
clearly demonstrates that speech in Arabic operates within the overall framework of speech 
act theory. As such, interpreters should be able to transfer the two acts of locution and 
illocution (and its force) into Arabic to facilitate a successful realisation of the 
perlocutionary act, although they cannot be responsible for its actual occurrence. An 
example of this is the following courtroom question: 
 
(Q6):  “You me:t him\ by a:ccident, did/ you?” 
 /ةفدصـلاب هتلب:اق !اللهو 
 (REALLY! you me:t him by a:ccident\) 
 
In the above question, the lawyer is utilising CPPTQ question to express sarcasm, which is 
conveyed accurately in Arabic (by means of one or more of the interpreting strategies 
discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.4.1.2). Since the Arabic version is successful in 
communicating the locutionary and illocutionary acts, the perlocutionary act is expected to 
be realised. However, perlocutionary act may not be actuated either because the speaker 
attitude was not inferred by the witness, or the witness chose not react accordingly.  
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2.7 Indirect speech act theory in courtroom discourse 
Indirect speech act theory is concerned with the mechanisms through which implicit 
meaning is conveyed. Therefore indirect acts refer to the utterances with indirect 
illocutionary force (Searle, 1975). Searle explains: “In indirect speech acts the speaker 
communicates to the hearer more than he actually says by way of relying on their mutually 
shared background information (1975, p.178). Searle illustrates this through the use of 
modal questions as devices conveying requests interrogatively. Typically this is usually the 
only question type that is used in the courtroom to perform an indirect speech act.  
Compare the three utterance types posed to a student on campus: 
 
1. Do you know where is the library?; 
2. Can you tell me where is the library?; and 
3. Sorry, I’m looking for the library.  
 
Contextually, although all three utterances perform indirect-speech acts and therefore are 
understood as requests, only the modal question (2) is the conventionalised method 
denoting requests. In day to day interactions, the three constructions can be equally used to 
make requests and all three are most likely construed as such. However, in the courtroom, 
modal questions, whose use is motivated by politeness (Searle, 1975), are consistently used 
for that purpose. Moreover, requests in the courtroom assume the force of commands 
(Hale, 2001). Even though the question: “Can you describe it to the court?” seems to ask 
about the witness’ ability, it is a conventionalized way to make a request. Nevertheless, not 
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all questions about abilities are requests. Searle (1975, p.69-70) exemplifies this as: “Are 
you able to hand me that hammer? This does not have the same indirect request potential 
as: Can you hand me that hammer?”. Accordingly, the first question in Searle’s quotation 
is a polar question asking about the hearer’s ability, and therefore is likely to invoke a 
yes/no answer. 
 
As mentioned earlier, indirect speech acts may also have indirect command potential. In 
order to interpret them this way, a number of variables, including context, tone (Austin, 
1962, 1975), and tenor (Halliday & Hassan, 1990) should be obtained first. Based on this, 
a question like: “Could you tell us where did you go?” can be interpreted as a request when 
asked at home, but a command when asked in a courtroom. Nevertheless, the three 
variables of context situation: field, tone and tenor often lead to a successful utterance 
when performing the illocutionary act, but not necessarily the perlocutionary act. 
Acknowledging this, Hale writes that “whether the perlocutionary act is successful or not 
depends on ... whether the listener [is] cooperative” (2004, p.6). In the courtroom, given its 
adversarial context, particularly during cross-examination, witnesses are rarely 
cooperative, and although they are required to respond to questions, they are unlikely to 
give the desired answers. For example, a question like “Could you please tell us what were 
you wearing?” is likely to produce a response like “I don’t remember”, when in fact they 
do. In bilingual court proceedings, interpreters are solely responsible for making sure that 
the implicit meaning of the courtroom questions is conveyed into the target language.  
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2.7.1 Application of indirect speech act theory to Arabic 
A number of studies have confirmed the use of indirect speech act strategies by native 
speakers of Arabic to make a multitude of speech acts including requests (e.g. Tawalbeh & 
Al-Oqaily, 2012; Morkus, 2009; & Bataineh, 2013). In their study into how native “Saudi” 
Arabic and “American" English speakers make requests, Tawalbeh &Al-Oqaily (2012, p. 
91) have found that speakers of both languages resort to indirect speech acts to make 
requests politely. In Arabic, indirectness is also a preferred strategy because it mitigates the 
impact of the illocutionary force of imperatives, which is disapproved by English speakers 
more than Arabic speakers. However, Saudi Arabic speakers are more likely to use 
indirectness with strangers or people of higher social/professional status in contrast to their 
American peers who do not usually make this power-based distinction. Gender is another 
variable that influences the strategies used in making requests in Arabic. According to the 
same researchers, speakers of Yemeni Arabic tend to use indirectness more often when 
speaking to females than males. Similarly, Egyptian Arabic speakers in Morkus’s study 
(2009) were inclined to make requests indirectly (i.e., interrogatively) in their speech 
interactions regardless of gender. While asserting that Jordanian Arabic speakers tend not 
to often use politeness markers, e.g. please, with imperatives, Bataineh (2013), 
nonetheless, states that they tend to use indirect strategies to make requests. 
 
Various researchers have agreed with the universality of this concept: For example, Blum-
Kulka, House, & Kasper (1989 cited in Morkus 2009) had similar findings when they 
applied the concept of the indirect speech act to other languages. This similarity prompted 
Batainah, (2013, p.2) to write that “[this is] as another piece of evidence for the notion of 
cultural/linguistic universality” of the indirect speech act theory. Tawalbeh & Al-Oqaily 
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(2012, p.92) also noticed this common pattern in the linguistic behaviour of their English 
and Arabic-speaking subjects, noting that “There are cross-cultural agreement in the use of 
conventional indirectness among SANSs [Saudi Arabic native speakers] and AENSs 
[American English native speakers]”. It is interesting to note that in these three studies 
(and others, e.g. Al-Ali & Alawneh, 2010; Al-Marrani & Sazalie, 2010), the most preferred 
conventional indirect strategy used by the subjects is the modal verb نكمم (can/could), 
placed initially to form an interrogative by which requests are realised in different Arabic 
dialects. Therefore, a question like ؟دعقت نكمم (Can you sit down?) is more likely to be 
understood as a request rather than a yes/no question by Arabic speakers. In the work on 
the use of modal verbs to make requests interrogatively in Arabic plays, Farahat (2009) 
concludes that an interrogative fronted by نكمم (can/could) is the conventionalised way of 
doing so.  
 
Based on what has been discussed above, it can be safely concluded that the notion of 
indirect speech acts, especially the mechanism of making requests interrogatively, is 
applicable to Arabic as its native speakers often use it to “keep interaction friction-free, 
show goodwill, and secure the cooperation of the other” (Bataineh, 2013, p.12). The 
indirect speech act theory in the courtroom context is largely limited to making 
requests/commands, and is useful to gain insight into producing pragmatic equivalence 
when interpreting modal questions into Arabic. Applying the framework of this theory to a 
courtroom question such as: “Can you tell the court where you were?” dictates that the 
accurate rendition should be “ نكمم ؟تنك نيو ةمكحملا ربخت ”(Can you tell the court where you 
were?). The two questions in both languages are indirect speech acts, and are expected to 
produce the same effect. However, since modal interrogatives in the courtroom have the 
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illocutionary force of commands, they can be converted in Arabic into more coercive 
question types such as imperatives, which are not impolite in the Arabic culture. The same 
English question can therefore be rendered as “تنك نيو ةمكحملا ربخ” (Tell the court where 
you were). 
 
2.8 Summary 
This Chapter has briefly outlined the forensic context in which the Arabic interpretation of 
courtroom questions takes place. It has also demonstrated how language is strategically 
utilised in courtrooms where questions are used mainly to seek confirmation in the cross-
examination and information in examination-in-chief. Questions are also used as speech 
acts and therefore perform communicative functions such as expressing intentions and 
attitudes. Examples from the lawyers’ violation of the cooperative principle to realise 
implicatures were provided and discussed. The strategies that produce pragmatic 
equivalence for these  implicatures in Arabic were discussed and exemplified. Indirect 
speech act theory, which underpins the use of modal interrogatives in the courtroom 
interrogation, was also investigated and its application in Arabic with reference to court 
interpreting was demonstrated and exemplified. 
 
Courtroom questions were investigated with reference to register and the diglossic nature 
of Arabic, with emphasis on ESA as the appropriate Arabic variety for the courtroom 
register. The Chapter also demonstrated how interpreters are able to maintain the court 
register and facilitate comprehension through a discretional and purposeful use of ESA 
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It has also shown that the language in the courtroom is a dynamic tool used to coerce, 
control and make implicatures to express intentions and attitudes. 
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Chapter 3. Formulation of courtroom questions and 
their pragmatic functions in Arabic and English 
3.1 Introduction 
In addition to their confirmation and information-seeking functions, questions are used 
strategically in courts to achieve a multitude of other communicative purposes including 
expressing attitudes and intentions, exercising control and coercion. Since Arabic and 
English are typologically dissimilar, questions are defined, formulated, and function 
differently in both languages. As interpreters are required to render these questions in a 
way that will make them perform the same communicative functions, it is imperative to 
investigate strategies through which accurate interpreting can be achieved. Therefore, 
strategies for producing pragmatic equivalence in Arabic, mainly for leading questions, 
will be explored and exemplified in this Chapter. The concept, definition, and functions of 
leading questions, often the most difficult questions to interpret, will be examined. Due to 
their significant contribution to the pragmatic meaning and illocutionary force of 
questions, certain pragmatic markers will also be discussed. Finally, the challenges to 
produce pragmatic equivalents of these markers in Arabic will be explored. Because 
prosody plays an essential role in framing meaning in ESA, it will be extensively used in 
generating pragmatic equivalence of the English courtroom questions in Arabic. However, 
since research in Arabic prosody is “still largely unexplored” (Chahal & Hellmuth, 2014), 
in some instances the researcher will fall back on his intuition, knowledge and competence 
in Arabic as a native speaker. 
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3.2 Questions in English 
3.2.1 Definition and formation of question in English 
Lakoff (1973) defines the word: “question” according to its basic function as an 
information-soliciting device through which the questioner desires to seek unknown 
information. Searle (1975), on the other hand, defines it according to its pragmatic function 
as a stratagem by which the questioner attempts to make the hearer to perform a “speech 
act”. The present study argues that since courtroom questions need to be interpreted 
pragmatically, Searle’s functional definition will be adopted. In this study lawyers’ turns 
will be treated as questions regardless of their grammatical form. 
 
In English, most questions are formed either with a question marker, e.g. polar questions 
(Do you smoke/?) or without it, e.g. prosodic questions where a final rising intonation is 
used instead (You smoke/?). A third type of question is the one that is fronted with a 
declarative and appended by an interrogative phrase as in tag questions (You smoke, don’t 
you?).  
 
According to Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech, & Svartvik (1985), utterances in English are 
divided into four major categories: declaratives, interrogatives, imperatives and 
exclamatives. Since the last two types do not feature in the data, they will not be discussed 
further. Declaratives are divided into two categories: those with tags, e.g. tag questions, 
and those without, e.g. prosodic questions. Interrogatives are characterised by verb-subject 
inversion and always fronted with a question marker. They are divided into four types: 
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 Polar questions (Are you angry?) 
 Modal questions (Can you sit?) 
 Wh-interrogatives (Who is it?) 
 Forced choice questions (Do you want tea or coffee?) 
 
Again, since the last question type is not part of the taxonomy of questions, it will be 
excluded from the discussion. 
 
Quirk et al (1985, p.815-40) listed five types of questions relevant to the present study. 
These include: 
 
1) Polar (yes/no) interrogatives: According to Goody (1978), these questions are 
complete propositions, and are formed positively and negatively. 
i)  Positive polar interrogatives: They are usually neutral and unbiased 
expecting yes/no responses, e.g. “Is this true?”. 
ii) Negative polar interrogatives: They are always conducive because they 
suggest the answer, and are used to express speaker attitudes, e.g. surprise as in this 
question “Haven’t you just told the court that you never saw her?\”. 
2) Modal interrogatives: They are fronted by a modal verb such as can/could, and are 
conventionally used to express requests (“Can you wait?” meaning “please wait”). 
 3) Wh-interrogatives: They are always fronted with wh-words such as who, what and 
when (Why/when/where, etc., did it happen?), and are said in a falling intonation. 
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According to Goody, they have an “incomplete proposition, for which the answer provides 
the missing clause” (1978:22). 
4)  Prosodic questions: This label is used by Woodbury (1984), and is adopted in the 
present thesis. Quirk et al. (1985) described these as declarative questions because they do 
not take a question marker. However, they function as interrogatives because of the final 
rising intonation. Although they seek a yes/no answer, they are pragmatically different 
from polar interrogatives. This will be discussed later. 
5) Tag questions: They structurally consist of two segments: a host clause and a 
closing tag (It’s cold, isn’t it?). Semantically, they are identical to polar questions asking 
for a yes/no answer; pragmatically they are different due to their conduciveness. Although 
Quirk et al (1985) mention seven subsets of tag questions, only three that are found in the 
current study’s data will be discussed. 
a)  Checking tag questions: These have a reversed polarity since the polarity of 
the host clause and the tag is always opposite. If the former is positive, the latter 
must be negative (He’s smart, isn’t he?) and vice versa (He isn’t smart, is he?). 
Checking tags are intonation-dependent. The final intonation determines their 
illocutionary force in relation to the assumption embedded in the statement and the 
expectation in the tag (for detailed discussion, refer to Section 3.4.1.1) 
b) Invariant tag questions: Their distinctive feature is that the tag is 
independent from the host clause. Therefore it does not vary in polarity, tense or 
gender, hence the label invariant (They are here, is that correct/isn’t that correct?). 
The tags are always fixed words (e.g. “correct/right?”) or idioms (e.g. “Is that 
correct/right?” and “Isn’t that correct/right?”). They usually take rising intonation 
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tone, but a falling tone can also be used to denote persistence in demanding a 
confirmation (Quirk, et al, 1985). 
c)  Constant positive polarity tag questions: CPPTQs consist of a positive host 
clause and a positive tag (It’s your car, is it?), and they are said with a final rising 
intonation on the closing tag. They are used in the courtroom to express speaker 
negative emotions and attitudes, discussed later. 
 
There are also two constructions featured in the data, which are not questions by definition. 
Both are declaratives; one is a “simple statement” and the other is always prefaced by the 
“I put it to you” clause. Both are treated here as questions. 
6) “I put it to you” clauses: The questions prefaced by this clause are always in a 
declarative mode and have a positive polarity. The distinctive feature of this question type 
is that it is argumentative and often initiates disagreement, discussed later. 
7) Simple statements: They are also declarative in form, always said with flat 
intonation, and are expected to invoke an agreement because they are used to state given 
facts that are usually uncontroversial. 
 
What is challenging for Arabic interpreters is that although some question categories are 
similar in form, e.g. tag questions, each category performs a different function as outlined 
in the following Section.  
 
 
Chapter 3  Accuracy of Court Interpreting 
55 
 
3.2.2  Function of questions in English 
In everyday conversation, English questions are typically employed as genuine questions 
“…whose purpose is to elicit information” (Danet, 1980, p.515). However, they are “often 
used as directives conveying requests, offers, invitations, and advice.” (Quirk et al. 1985, 
p.806). An example of this is the use of wh-interrogatives, whose basic function is to seek 
information, but also to perform rhetorical functions including making invitations (Why 
don’t you pop in for a chat?). Polar interrogatives are also used to perform functions other 
than eliciting a yes/no response such as making requests (Do you have a spare pen?). 
Similarly, tag questions can be used to make requests (Open the door, won’t you?) or 
exclamation (How odd, isn’t it?) (Quirk et al. 1985, p.813). CPPTQs are conventionally 
used to express speaker attitudes, characteristically preceded by oh or so, such as scolding 
(Oh, you’re too tired, are you?). English questions perform communicative functions that 
are coercive most of the time when used by cross-examiners in the courtroom, discussed 
later.  
 
3.3 Questions in Arabic 
3.3.1 Definition of question in Arabic 
In Arabic, a “question” is defined as a linguistic device used to elicit or confirm 
information (Al-Anbaarii, 1957). As in English, there is a functional distinction between 
the information-eliciting questions and confirmation-eliciting questions. Information-
eliciting questions are termed ماهفتسا, (interrogative) while confirmation-eliciting questions 
لاؤس (question). As such, not every question is an interrogative (Abbaas, 2000; MaTluub, 
1983). Since Arabic is a diglossic language, questions in DA and MSA are formed 
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differently and have different functions. These will be discussed in the next two Sections, 
starting with MSA questions.  
 
3.3.2 Formulation and function of questions in Modern Standard Arabic 
Questions in MSA are formed with the use of interrogative particles ماهفتسلاا فورح (Al-
Anbaari, 1957). Interrogative particles are divided into two main categories: those that 
form wh-questions ؟ةعاسلا مك (What is the time?) and those that form polar questions  اذه له
؟كل  (Is this yours?). The question markers are always placed at the beginning of the 
sentence in forming these two question types (Al-Haashimi 2001; Abbaas, 1997; Al-
Miidaani, 1996). Different question types in MSA perform different rhetorical functions 
such as scolding, e.g. فصلا يف كحضتأ؟  (Are you really laughing in the class?); threatening 
e.g. ؟كب لعفأس اذام فرعت لاأ (Don’t you know what I can do to you?) and many others (Al 
Miidaani, 1996). The following is a brief typology of questions in MSA that are relevant to 
the present research. 
 
1) Polar interrogatives: Are always fronted by a question marker and voiced with a final 
rising intonation. They are also complete propositions, and are divided into questions with 
positive polarity and negative polarity. 
i) Positive polar interrogatives: These are formed with either ةزمه  /hamzah/, e.g. 
؟نكمم اذهأ (Is this possible?) or له /hal/, e.g.؟اذه ثدح له  (Did this happen?), which is 
more common than the ةزمه  /hamzah/ (Kebbe, 2010). 
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ii) Negative polar interrogatives: They are always prefaced by ملأ /alam/ (Is/do/did 
not, etc.), e.g. ؟كل لقأ ملأ (Did I not tell you?), and سيلأ /alaysa/ (Is not/do not, etc.), 
e.g. ؟كقيدص تسلأ (Am I not your friend?). These questions are conducive and 
express speaker expectation and attitudes e.g. surprise.  
2) Wh-interrogatives: Are always preceded by particles such as ىتم (when) نيأ (where), e.g. 
؟رداغتس ىتم (When will you depart?).  
3) Invariant tags: These consist of a host clause and a tag such as the negative tag ؟كلذك سيلأ 
/alaysa kadhaalik?/ (Is it/this not so?), and the positive tag ؟حيحص اذه له /hal hadhaa 
SaHiiH/? (Is this correct?). According to Kebbe (2010), these tags are “fixed idioms” and 
do not vary irrespective of the polarity of the declarative. For example, ؟كلذك سيلأ ،يباتك اذه 
(This is my book, is this not so?) and ؟كلذك سيلأ ،يباتك سيل اذه  (This is not my book, is this 
not so?). Arabic invariant tags are direct equivalents of English ones and perform the same 
pragmatic functions, discussed in Section 3.6.2 of this Chapter.  
 
3.3.3 Formation and function of questions in Dialectal Arabic  
The formation of questions in DA is largely intonational (Benkirane, 1998). Even though 
DA is fundamentally related to MSA using the same overall grammatical rules and 
linguistic conventions, it differs in some important aspects. These include: phonology and 
question formation (Holes, 2004). Polar questions are not usually fronted by interrogative 
particles since they are produced prosodically, e.g. تبسر\؟  (Did you fail?). Wh-questions 
are formed with an initial question marker شيا/ وش؟  كمسا  (What is your name?). However, in 
Egyptian Arabic, it is placed at the end of the sentence:  كمسإهيإ؟  (Your name is what?). 
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Being a speech medium, DA places significant emphasis on prosody in all aspects of 
speech including forming questions, and implicates certain meanings in them (refer to 
Section, 3.3.3). Despite the fact that dialects share the same prosodic system, some dialects 
still have their distinct phonological features (Abdo, 1973). In their pilot study on 
intonational differences between the dialects of Cairo and Damascus in forming questions, 
Kulk, Ode & Woidich (2003, p.16) found that “The main difference between the 
intonations of statements of the two dialects is not the pitch parameter, but the duration of 
the vowel preceding the pause in between utterances”. That means, in Damascene Arabic, 
pauses always come before the last stressed vowel causing a lengthening of the utterance. 
Cairene Arabic, on the other hand, does not have any “pre-pausal vowel” (Kulk et al, p.16). 
The authors provided the following example: 
 
hay raHna sakanna ... be-haaret el-yahuud [  ّانكس انحِر ياه ...دوهيلا ةراحب  ]‘we went 
living ... in the Jewish quarter’ (Kulk et al, 2003, p.17)  
 
Commenting on the above example, the researchers stated that the sentence in the 
Damascene dialect consists of two subsequent utterances separated by a pause (indicated 
by the three dots) which is preceded by a “vowel lengthening of the final /a/ of the same 
word [sakanna]” (Kulk et al, p.17). These differences in prosody determine the pragmatic 
use of intonation in relation to forming interrogatives and declaratives as demonstrated in 
Section, 3.3.3. 
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According to Rice & Sa'id (1979), intonation in DA is a question type-specific where the 
type of question determines the intonation pattern used to form that question-type. 
Generally, DA uses three different types of intonation patterns to produce three different 
types of questions as demonstrated below. 
 
1. Polar interrogatives: They are formed when the voice "begins on a mid pitch, rises 
slightly on the last stressed syllable and no drop at the end: e.g. fhimt? ؟تمهف   (Did you 
understand?)” (Rice & Sa'id, 1979, p.21-22). 
2.  Wh-interrogatives: Unlike their English equivalents, these questions are said with a 
rising intonation (de Jong & Zawaydeh, 1999). This is where "[t]he voice is high on the 
stressed syllable of the interrogative word, and falls quickly to mid pitch for the rest of the 
sentence ... [e.g.]  kiif Haalak? ؟كلاح فيك  (How are you?)” (Rice & Sa'id, 1979, p. 21).  
3. Modal interrogatives: These are formed with the use of modal verb نكمم 
(can/could) placed initially, which is equivalent to the English modal verb can/could, e.g. 
؟سلجت نكمم (Can you sit up?). As in English, Arabic modal questions are indirect requests 
(Jaradat, 2011), and are motivated by politeness (Farahat, 2009). 
4.  Invariant tag questions: These are formulated in the same way as in MSA and 
English, where a declarative is followed by either negative dialect-specific expression such 
as ؟هدك شم /mosh kidah?/, ؟كيه شم /mosh heek?/ (both mean “Isn’t it so?”), or dialect-
neutral expressions, e.g. حص/؟حيحص  /SaH/SaHiiH?/  (Correct?) and  طوبظم؟  /madhbuuT?/ or 
/mazbuuT?/ (Right?). For example,  ،ناطلغ وهطوبظم؟  (He’s wrong, right?) is exactly the 
same as the English invariant tag as shown by the back translation. It is worth noting that 
while the first two expressions cannot take positive polarity, the last two can take negative 
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polarity, e.g. ؟حص شم /mosh SaH / م شطوبظم؟  /mosh madhbuuT/. These tags can be used to 
form tag questions, e.g.  شم ،ناطلغ وهطوبظم؟  (He’s  wrong, isn’t that right?), which 
corresponds to the English counterpart as shown in the back translation (more discussion 
on this occurs in Section 3.6.2).There is a wide range of invariant tags in DA depending on 
the dialect used. In the daily conversation, invariant tag questions are used as genuine 
questions to seek ratification. Furthermore, with some lexical as well as prosodic 
modification, invariant tags can be manipulated to perform coercive functions similar to 
those performed by checking tags in English. This will be expanded upon in Section 3.6.3. 
The following Section will begin this discussion by investigating the pragmatic functions 
of English questions in the courtroom. 
 
3.4 Pragmatic function of courtroom questions 
Questions in the courtroom function differently because they assume different value in 
terms of the question’s illocutionary force, legal elucidation, binding status of answerhood 
and interactional significance, etc. (Archer, 2005). A courtroom question then is regarded 
as “a functionally-defined ‘elicitation’ act, i.e. an utterance which seeks a linguistic 
response appropriate to the situation.” (Archer, 2005, p.47). To obtain the desired answer, 
lawyers must, therefore, use appropriate question types - a process largely determined by 
the type of examination. Asking the appropriate questions allows them to maintain a tight 
control over the evidence as well as the witness. This is typically easier in examination-in-
chief due to its non-adversative nature than in cross-examination, which is a more hostile 
encounter (O’Barr, 1982). Cross-examiners, therefore, tend to use question types that are 
coercive and controlling, i.e. leading questions, for instance the: “I put it to you” clause 
and tag questions. Most of these questions are distinguished by their syntactic structure, 
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which, according to Woodbury (1984), render them coercive and controlling. This is 
because in English there is a strong correlation between the syntactic form of the question 
and its illocutionary force. Archer (2005, p.46) confirms this by stating that the syntactic 
form of a courtroom question “appears to influence the type of responses produced by 
witness and defendant in the courtroom”. The syntactic structure allows the questioner to 
phrase the proposition, suggest the answer, and express speaker attitudes among many 
other things. An example of this is a tag question like “You kicked him\, didn’t you\?” and 
a polar question “Did you kick him/?”. Although they are virtually the same in terms of the 
propositional content and the yes/no answerhood, they nonetheless are different in terms of 
pragmatic meaning. The tag question allows the questioner to do the three things 
mentioned above while the polar interrogative does not. Each question, therefore, is 
expected to have different impact on, and reaction from, the witness.  
 
Interrogatives are also used strategically to make listeners draw certain inferences and 
perceptions as in asking open-ended questions such wh-questions or modal interrogatives 
during examination-in-chief. Asking these interrogatives implies the lawyer’s desire to 
make the jury/judge infer the lawyer’s trust in the witness and belief in their “story” 
(Bennett& Feldman, 1981, p. 39). Question types like the “I put it to you” clause implies 
the opposite, i.e. the lawyer’s disbelief in the witness and desire to discredit their version 
of facts. 
 
Questions, therefore, are not merely strings of words with context-free meanings, but 
speech acts (Austin, 1962, 1975; &Searle 1975) or more specifically, “interrogative acts” 
(Groenenadijk, 2011, p.1073). As discussed in Chapter 2 (Section 2.6), an utterance 
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comprises of three distinct and simultaneous acts: a locutionary act (proposition), an 
illocutionary act (point and force), and the perlocutionary act (effect). Searle’s (1976) 
differentiation between illocutionary point and illocutionary force of the illocutionary act 
helps distinguish commands from requests. Although both have the same illocutionary 
point, the former has a stronger illocutionary impact than the latter (Searle, 1975). 
Similarly, certain courtroom question types have the same illocutionary point in 
examination-in-chief and in cross-examination, but a different illocutionary force in the 
latter. Checking tag questions, for example, seek a yes/no response in both types of 
examination, but they tend to be coercive in cross-examination where they function as 
confirmation-seeking questions. This is in contrast to their function as information-seeking 
questions in examination-in-chief. This pragmatic difference is principally due to their 
final falling intonation in the former and their final rising intonation in the latter. A falling 
intonation allows lawyers to make stronger assumption and ask for confirmation from the  
witnesses, hence their coerciveness. This is demonstrated in the following two examples: 
 
 (1) You ran away\, didn’t you/? (Rising intonation) 
(2) You ran away\, didn’t you\? (Falling intonation) 
 
In example (1), the lawyer is making a weaker assumption and is asking for a ratification 
of this assumption from the witness. In example (2), the lawyer makes a stronger 
assumption because the falling intonation shifts the focus from the witness (do you agree?) 
to the lawyer (am I right?). As such, the question sounds more like an exclamative than a 
question (Berk-Seligson, 1999) because the assumption is passed on as a fact that needs 
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not be doubted. This is because doubting a statement from a higher authority is not an easy 
thing for a witness (Harris, 1995). As mentioned earlier, pragmatic functions of certain 
types of questions cannot be achieved based on the syntactic form alone. Other contextual 
cues including activity type (Levinson, 1992) and tone (Kimps, 2007) need to be taken into 
consideration. These cues can transform question types with benign illocutionary force into 
aggressive ones capable of expressing conversational implicatures. Implicatures are 
effective in prompting the decision-makers to infer certain intentions and meanings 
because an overt accusation “might be discounted as adversarial rhetoric,” whereas an 
implied one “call[s] upon the jury [or judge] to interpret the evidence” (Harris, 2001, p.68). 
So, instead of making a direct accusation like “You’re not telling the truth”, the lawyer 
prefers to ask “You’re telling the truth, are you?” voiced in a sarcastic tone. Here CPPTQ 
becomes more powerful pragmatic device to covertly cast doubt on the witness’ testimony 
and credibility because it urges the judge/jury to interpret it as such.  
 
Steensig & Drew (2008, p. 9) argue that questions are also used to achieve interactional 
“affiliative” and “disaffiliative” moves between the interactants. Affiliation here means the 
interactional agreement between interlocutors; disaffiliation has the opposite meaning. 
Therefore, disaffiliative questions “typically perform actions like challenging, reproaching, 
complaining, criticizing, disagreeing, or the like” (Steensig & Drew, 2008, p.9).Within this 
conceptual framework, each question type performs a particular affiliative or disaffiliative 
function. The affiliative functions are performed by the use of certain non-leading 
questions like modal questions when functioning as requests (Can you tell us who you saw 
there?); the disaffiliative functions are performed by most of leading questions such as 
CPPTQs when expressing negative attitudes (You’re sure, are you?).  
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Since leading questions are considered the most important feature of the courtroom 
discourse and are used strategically, they will be discussed next. Such a discussion will 
provide insight into this important category of questions and highlight why they prove 
challenging to interpret into Arabic, and other languages, as in Hale’s (2004) study.  
 
3.4.1 Leading questions: formation, use and function 
Leading questions are distinguished by their declarative mode and are formed without an 
interrogative marker placed initially. An example of this is in prosodic questions as well as 
the constructions prefaced by the “I put it to you” clause. However, in some cases, 
declaratives are tagged by an interrogative mode as in tag questions which are formed by a 
host clause and a closing tag. According to a number of researchers (e.g. Loftus, 1979;  
Maley & Fahey, 1991; & Hale, 2004), the syntactic form of leading questions plays a 
significant role in making them coercive. The correlation between their form and function 
is due to their inherent conduciveness. Berk-Seligson (1999, p.42) quotes Wigmore (1942) 
noting that “leading questions” are “questions that suggest the specific tenor of the answer 
desired from a witness presumably favourable to the party doing the questioning”. 
Woodbury (1984, p.221) describes this feature as “answer-expectation”. However, 
Woodbury criticises the form-based definition of leading questions by asserting that  
interrogatives can also be leading questions if they introduce new ideas as in the polar 
question in the following exchange (1984: 221):   
[Cross-examiner]:  Did J. D ever tell you he didn’t want to see you?  
[Defence]: That’s objected to for the same reason.  
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The Court: Sustained. You will have to ask your questions Mr. C., as not leading.  
 
Commenting on the above, Woodbury writes that although the interrogative question did 
not suggest the answer, it was objected to by the defence because it had introduced a new 
idea that was not in the evidence (1984: 221), which is a breach of the rules of evidence. It 
is worth mentioning that the leading quality in this question is related to its proposition, i.e. 
introducing the new information, and not to its pragmatics. Since Arabic has established 
equivalents for interrogatives, the above question can easily be rendered as a polar 
interrogative.  In interpreting such interrogatives with leading quality, Arabic interpreters 
are not required to engage in any complex processes such inferring the pragmatic meaning, 
disambiguating it and reconstructing it in the target language, which is mandatory in 
handling typical leading questions such as tag questions, for instance. Woodbury’s 
criticism does not, therefore, undermine the importance of form of leading questions. 
Because of their pragmatic characteristics of presupposing and “leading”, and not solely 
for their form, ‘leading questions’ are disallowed in examination-in-chief (Woodbury, 
1984; Harris, 1984). The reason for this disallowance is that “friendly witnesses are 
thought to be especially suggestible” (Berk-Seligson, 1999, p.33). As hostile witnesses are 
not easily suggestible, these questions are allowed, an allowance which is fully utilised by 
cross-examiners in order “to coerce the witness into giving a damaging answer.” (Hale, 
2001, p.22). 
 
Archer (2005) writes that trial manuals tend to make a direct correlation between the 
suggestiveness of “leading questions”, and their coerciveness and controlling properties. 
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Using these questions as a coercive device often has a damaging effect on the 
witness’/defendant’s case. This is confirmed by “a number of studies … [which] … have 
shown that such question types may actually impede witness accuracy” (Wheatcroft, 
Wagstaff,  & Kebbell, 2004, p.84). Research on the use of leading questions undertaken by 
various scholars including Loftus (1979) and Loftus & Hall (1987) tend to corroborate this 
finding also. It comes as no surprise then that leading questions “in simulated trials…result 
in higher incidence of guilty verdicts than do more neutral [i.e. non-suggestive] questions.” 
(Berk-Seligson, 2002, p.24).  
 
Other researchers argue that syntactic form, on which the classifications of leading 
questions are largely, but not exclusively, based should not necessarily be the only criteria 
to identify these questions. Berk-Seligson (1999, p.33) maintains that leading questions 
cannot be defined in syntactic terms alone, but that “functional notions play an inherent 
role in their definition”. In other words, the intention behind their use is fundamentally 
important in defining them. Woodbury (1984, p.221) agrees on the importance of function 
based on findings that question-types, based on form alone, are considered leading 
questions (e.g. tag questions), which “occur freely during direct examination [examination-
in-chief]”. This also occurred in Hale’s (2004, p.42) study where a number of question-
types, defined syntactically, as leading questions (e.g. “tag questions”), are more popular in 
examination-in-chief than in cross-examination. However, Hale’s (2004, p. 42) data 
included other types of leading questions which occurred only in cross-examination such 
as (1) reported speech declaratives (e.g. “I asked you to tell me why you were there?”); (2) 
negative declarative with rising intonation (e.g. “You weren’t there/?”), (3) negative 
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declarative with negative tag (e.g. “You weren’t there, weren’t you?”), and (4) “I put it to 
you that” phrase.  
 
The role of prosody in courtroom questions is under-researched in the literature, although 
it plays a significant role in denoting their coerciveness. For example, a falling intonation 
renders a checking tag question more coercive than a rising intonation. This is why a 
question like “It’s a lie, isn’t it/?” is less coercive than “It’s a lie, isn’t it\?”. This is because 
the rising tone in the first question makes the truthfulness of the assumption to be 
contingent upon the witness’ verification, whereas the falling intonation in the second 
question is not. As such, the one with the falling tone seeks the witness’ acceptance of that 
assumption because “[it] is in fact true and that the witness knows it to be true” (Berk-
Seligson, 1999, p. 35). Similarly, intonation can alter the pragmatic properties of invariant 
tags. These have a rising intonation by default, whereby the falling intonation encodes the 
questioner’s persistence on obtaining a confirmation (Quirk et al., 1985). In some cases, 
only with the help of intonation, the differentiation between leading questions and non-
leading questions can be made. For instance, prosodic questions are uttered with a final 
rising intonation, while simple statements are uttered with a flat tone. This holds true for 
checking tags as discussed in Section 3.4.1.1, below. Tone, on the other hand, is equally 
essential to express as well as to infer the implicature encoded in CPPTQS, in particular 
speaker attitudes.  
 
To gain an insight in understanding the challenges participants in this study, as well as 
those in Hale’s (2004) study, encountered in interpreting certain tag question categories 
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such as checking tags and CPPTQs, these question categories are discussed in separate 
Sections below.  
 
Interestingly, because the “I put it to you” formula is intrinsically coercive, prosody plays 
little or no role in enhancing its coerciveness (Donovan, 2007). However, prosody plays a 
profoundly important role in interpreting this declarative into Arabic. Due to its unique and 
complex pragmatic properties among leading questions, questions prefaced by “I put it to 
you” clause will be discussed separately in Section 3.4.1.3. The discussion will provide 
insights to help appreciate the challenges participants encountered in rendering these 
questions accurately in the present study.  
 
3.4.1.1  Checking tag questions 
Quirk et al (1985) broadly divide checking tag questions into two main categories: those 
with rising intonation, e.g. “you were holding a knife\, weren’t you/?”, and those with a 
falling one, “you were holding a knife\, weren’t you\?”. It is worth mentioning that the host 
clauses in the two examples can also have a negative polarity and the tag a positive one. 
Quirk et al (1985) note that positive/negative polarity is not assigned to any pragmatic 
function. This will be the position adopted in this thesis. Other researchers such as Berk-
Seligson (1999) associate a correlation between the form (positive/negative polarity of the 
question) and its pragmatic force. Berk-Seligson (1999) claims that checking tags with 
negative tags are more coercive because they denote a negative orientation to the question. 
Quirk et al (1985) place weight on intonation by assigning pragmatic properties to this type 
of tags. According to Hale (2004), checking tags can be asked with rising and falling tone, 
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only the latter makes them assume greater pragmatic force. When falling intonation is 
used, the lawyer makes an assumption and expects a confirmation from the witness, where 
the assumption is passed on as a given fact. The same function cannot be assigned to 
checking tags said with a rising intonation because of the neutral expectation in the tag, 
which renders them as genuine questions seeking information. This explains why all 
checking tags features in Hale’s (2004) data had a falling intonation when asked in cross-
examination. Quirk et al (1985, p.811) write that: 
 
the tag with a rising tone invites verification… of the truth of the proposition in the 
statement [i.e. it is genuine question]. The tag with the falling tone … invites 
confirmation of the statement, and has the force of exclamation rather than a 
genuine question.  
 
When checking tags are asked in a falling tone, they “present a strong assumption, and 
expect an answer that agrees with that assumption.” (Hale, 2004, p.52). However, the 
witness does not often agree with that assumption resulting in a combative duel of wills. 
However, this is unlikely to happen in the interpreter-mediated court proceedings as the 
illocutionary force of these questions is rarely maintained in the target language due to 
inaccurate interpretation. Inaccuracy usually occurs when the target language lacks direct 
equivalents of checking tag question as in Spanish and Arabic.  
 
Hale (2004, p.54) found that Spanish interpreters generally were unable to interpret these 
questions pragmatically as they tended to convert them mainly to invariant tag questions in 
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Spanish. As in Arabic, invariant tags in Spanish are not pragmatic equivalents of the 
English tags. Similarly, Spanish interpreters in Rigney’s (1999) study found checking tags 
problematic. Rigney stated that interpreters tended to omit the tags by converting checking 
tag questions to interrogatives as in the question: “‘You spoke to her for 2 hours, didn’t 
you?’ which was rendered as ‘Did you speak to her for 2 hours?’” (1999, p.98). The 
researcher wrote that the omission of the tag led to a reduction in the pragmatic strength of 
the original question because it changed it from “a directive question, which puts words in 
the  witness’ mouth, into an information seeking one” (Rigney, 1999, p.99). However, the 
author argued that although this type of tag has no equivalent in Spanish, hence its 
difficulty, interpreters still have at their disposal a variety of lexical means to choose from 
to convey the pragmatic meaning. One of these is the use of pragmatic markers (PMs), e.g. 
“but”, as in the rendition “‘But has your family made any plans to go to El Salvador?’ of 
the question ‘Your family hasn’t made plans to go to El Salvador, has it?’” (Rigney, 1999, 
p.99). According to the researcher, the omission of the tag did not weaken the force of the 
source question because the coerciveness of that question can be inferred from the PM 
(Rigney, 1999). Similarly, checking tag questions can be interpreted into Arabic 
pragmatically using different strategies such as expanding the tag in the invariant tag 
question and voicing it with a falling intonation, which will be demonstrated in Section 
3.5.3. 
 
3.4.1.2 Constant positive polarity tag questions  
CPPTQs are distinctive and dissimilar to any other tag question for their ability to “express 
a number of attitudes towards the proposition and the interlocutor” (Kimps, 2007, p.270), 
including irony (Archer, 2005, p.66), surprise, and sarcasm (Kimps, 2007).They are 
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employed in courtroom discourse to perform this very function. Unlike checking tags, 
CPPTQs do not express the viewpoint of the speakers (Cattell, 1972). According to Cattell 
(1972) when a CPPTQ is used, e.g. “It was hard, was it?”, the host clause: “…is not put 
forward as the point of view of the speaker, but as one ... of the listener” (p.16), about 
which the speaker is expressing their emotion. Quirk et al. (1985) maintain that intonation 
plays an essential role in the interpretation of the function of these questions. However, 
Woodbury (1984) argues that in order to precisely infer the attitude expressed, other 
variables including context and the question’s propositional content should also be 
considered. Context here refers to both the macro context, i.e. the discursive dimensions of 
field, tenor and mode (Halliday & Hassan, 1989, p.29) and the micro-context, i.e. the 
position of the question in relation to the preceding and the following turns in the 
“adjacency pair” (Schegloff & Sacks, 1973, p. 289). McGregor (1997 cited in Kimps & 
Davidse, 2008) asserts that, although the tag in CPPTQ is structurally integrated in the host 
clause, it functions both as a response-soliciting device and a “rhetorical modifier” that 
alters the constructional meaning of the question by allowing the speaker to express a 
subjective meaning towards the proposition and the addressee. As such, the tag 
discursively functions as a pragmatic marker. Kimps & Davidse (2008, p.700) explain that 
the tag “‘have you’ in (‘You have seen them, have you?’) functions rather like an adverb 
such as apparently”. This characteristic makes the proposition of these questions more like 
a reported statement that echoes a previous utterance made by the addressee (Kimps, 2007, 
p. 283). 
 
Similar to other leading questions, CPPTQs are prosody-dependant in expressing speaker 
attitudes. Rao (2013, p.35) asserts that CPPTQs are prosody-sensitive and their pragmatic 
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meaning is “influenced by the negative spin that a speaker wishes to put on his/her 
message in order to distinguish it from what could otherwise be literally interpreted as 
positive and sincere”. While Kimps (2007, p.284) asserts that attitudinal uses of CPPTQs 
even in everyday conversation “often carry aggressive undertones and challenge the hearer 
to confirm or justify the inferred proposition”. What makes the interpretation of this 
question type into Arabic more difficult is the fact that it does not form part of the Arabic 
typology of questions, investigated in Section 3.5.1. 
 
3.4.1.3 “I put it to you” declaratives  
The “I put it to you” clause is fundamentally different from any other declarative due to its 
fixed idiomatic structure and its unique conceptual frame that provokes different responses 
(Hale, 2004). Few scholars appear to have analysed this type in detail. Although there were 
74 (7.45%) “I put it to you”-prefaced questions featured in Hale’s (2004) data, their 
Spanish renditions were not analysed. Stern (2004) only briefly alluded to it in her paper 
on interpreting the proceedings of the International Criminal Tribunal for the former 
Yugoslavia. She noted that the Tribunal’s interpreters also misinterpreted it because, 
although they managed to impart the illocutionary point of the English expression into the 
respective target languages, they were unable to impart its force. For example, the “I put it 
to you” declarative has been translated into French as “je vous pose une question” which 
means “I am asking you a question” (Stern, 2004, p. 71). The researcher criticised this 
rendition thus:  
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the speaker’s intention is lost because the French version has omitted the crucial 
element of the counsel’s challenge to a witness in a cross examination, which first 
consists of a challenging statement and only then invites the witness to disagree. 
(Stern, 2004, p. 71) 
 
The declarative has also been misinterpreted into Bosnian/Croatian/Serbian (BCS) 
languages as “ja vam to tvrdim” meaning ‘I declare/state/to you’” (Stern, 2004, p.71). This 
meaning in the target languages “does not invite the witness to voice his/her disagreement 
with the counsel’s challenge.” (Stern, 2004, p.71). The author mentioned another 
inaccurate rendition in the French language, which is “je vous soumets une hypothèse” 
meaning “I submit a hypothesis to you” (Stern, 2004, p. 71). According to Stern, the 
inaccuracy of this rendition is register-related as the clause in the target languages as 
“sophisticated and hyper-formal” and is “known to have elicited the following response 
from a witness: ‘What is ‘hypothèse’?’” (Stern, 2004, p. 71)  
 
According to Hale & Gibbons (1999, p. 217), the “I put it to you” expression is “a 
courtroom formula with very specific rules that surround its use. According to the rules of 
evidence, it is normally used by counsel to hostile witnesses in Cross Examination”. In 
another study, Hale wrote that it “carries a much stronger illocutionary force and the 
answers that this type incites are often quite different from other declaratives” (Hale, 2004, 
p.40). However, Hale did not explain why it carries a much stronger illocutionary force 
and why it generates these “different answers”. It could be argued, nevertheless,  that these 
are what Donovan, a Queen’s Counsel (QC) and practising barrister, meant when he wrote 
that the “I put it to you” phrase is a “rigid formula …used to carry the implication that the 
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witness’ evidence is deliberately wrong and the witness is guilty of perjury” (Donovan, 
2007, p. 6). Because of its accusatory connotation, it invites argument and has a “great 
dramatic effect on the witness” (Ross, 2005, p. 51). This effect is usually created “even if 
the phrase ‘I put it to you’ is put gently and kindly”, and forces the witness “to vehemently 
disagree with the lawyer and give perfectly cogent reasons for his/her disagreement” 
(Ross, 2005, p.51). However, such vehement disagreement may also cause more damage to 
the  witness’ case because “a series of denials from the witness [in response to ‘I put it to 
you’ question] later contradicted by, for example, three witnesses who say the contrary 
may be most damaging to the  witness’ evidence” (Donovan, 2007, p.5). Furthermore, 
putting the cross-examiner’s version of evidence to the witness may have a persuasive 
effect on the decision-maker(s) because the judge (or jury) would first hear the lawyer’s 
version of evidence and then will later hear the client give the same evidence. The judge 
(or jury) has, therefore, heard the same evidence twice; confirming the cross-examiner’s 
version in the decision-makers’ mind (Donovan, 2007).  
 
In addition to its dramatic effect, there is another reason why this formula is used mainly 
by Australian lawyers. According to Gibbons (1999, p.163), it is “embedded in Common 
Law concepts” and has a legal purpose to serve. Hale (2004, p.40) argues that, “[c]ross-
examiners have an obligation to put the conflicting contents to their opposing side for 
comment”.  Donovan (2007, p.4) maintains that such an obligation is derived from the rule 
of fairness “that requires us to put the substance of our case to the witness”. Hale (2004, 
p.40) explains that it is used in order to present a version of facts that “contradicts what has 
proposed by the witness being examined, and to pre-empt what will be presented in his/her 
case by his/her own witnesses”. 
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Based on the above discussion, it seems obvious that the questions prefaced by the “I put it 
to you” expression, as well as other leading questions, are crucial weapons in lawyers’ 
arsenals which are often used in verbal battles during cross-examinations. When the 
testifying witness is not conversant with the court language, lawyers must rely on 
interpreters in using the same weapons effectively. However, Arabic interpreters find this 
task markedly challenging because Arabic and English are typologically distant in relation 
to question type, formation, and function, and because Arabic lacks most of the English 
leading questions. Therefore, it is vital that coping strategies are devised where pragmatic 
equivalence can be produced. This is discussed next. 
 
3.5 Interpreting courtroom questions 
The Arabic interpretations of the courtroom questions will be investigated in two sections. 
In the first section, an overview will be provided of the general coping strategies used by 
interpreters in different contexts including conference interpreting and, to a degree, sign 
language interpreting. In the second section, these strategies will be applied to interpreting 
the courtroom questions particularly leading questions as the question types that posed 
difficulty to the interpreters in this study.   
 
3.5.1 Coping strategies used by interpreters      
In order to deal with the inherent complexity of interpreting, interpreters constantly employ 
a variety of coping strategies that enable them to render the source message successfully in 
the target language. However, the mode of interpreting dictates what types of strategies to 
use. Conference interpreters, for instance, employ a variety of strategies, or “tactics” to use 
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Gile’s (1995, p. 201) term, some of which are appropriate to use in consecutive 
interpreting like court interpreting. Gile (1995) provided a taxonomy of these strategies 
including “reconstruction”, “rephrasing/explaining”, “instant naturalisation” and “form-
based interpreting”, “parallel reformation” and “omission” (ibid, pp. 200-217). They were 
grouped under different descriptions where, for example, reconstruction strategy was 
described as “comprehension tactics”, the rest were described as “reformulation tactics”. 
Since I was unable to find any research on coping strategies in court interpreting, I shall 
rely on Gile’s (1995) taxonomy of strategies used in conference interpreting, and, to a 
lesser extent, that of Napier & Baker’s (2004) on (Auslan) used in sign interpreters.  
 
According to Gile (1995), interpreters tend to reconstruct a speech segment in the target 
language when they do not understand that segment in the source language. Applying this 
strategy to the court interpreting, the question “You hit her, didn’t you\?” is rendered as, 
for instance, “you hit here, right/?” or “did you hit her?” because the interpreter fails to  
understand the function of the segment “don’t you”. However, this strategy can also be 
used when the question’s intended meaning is understood. An example of this is  
restructuring prosodic questions in the target language through the use of a statement 
prefaced by a PM as the participants in this study have done. Paraphrasing, on the other 
hand, is used when there is no equivalent in the target language or in the interpreter’s 
vocabulary for the source word as in the rendition تارايسلا ةمدخ (car service) for “drive 
thru”, for instance. The instant naturalisation strategy is usually opted for when a source 
word is used after subjecting it to the morphological/phonological rules of the target 
language. An example of this is the words “train” and “city” in the question “Do you take 
the train to the city?”, which are borrowed into Arabic in the rendition /inta ‘aadatan 
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taakhod at-train ilaa as-sitee?/  تنإ   ةداع  دخاتنيرتلا ىلا يتيسلا|؟ . Form-based interpreting 
strategy is resorted to when the interpreter utilises the similarity in form, and not 
necessarily in meaning, of a speech segment in both languages. Although this strategy is 
usually used when working between languages with cognate relationships, it can be argued 
that it can still be applied to Arabic. An example is the rendition كمملوقت ن ؟كمسا   (Can you 
say your name?) for the question “Can you say your name?”,  where both form and 
function were maintained. However, the same strategy can produce inaccurate 
interpretation if the source question’s implicit meaning is lost to the interpreter as when 
converting the prosodic question, e.g., “This is your signature/?”, into polar question أ اذه
كعيقوت\؟  (Is this your signature/?). The inaccuracy here lies in the fact that both questions 
have the same form, but signify different meaning (this is discussed earlier in Section 
3.5.4). The parallel reformulation strategy is used when interpreters feel obligated to 
interpret even when they are unable to understand the source message properly.  The end 
result is an invented message or part of it “which is compatible with the rest of the 
speaker’s statement” (Gile, 1995, p. 211). An example of this is the question “When the 
accident occurred, did you stop at the round-about?” is interpreted as “When the accident 
occurred, did you stop and turn around?”. The omission strategy is usually used when 
interpreters deliberately decide not to render information in the source language that 
appears to have little or no value (Gile, 1995). According to Napier & Baker (2004), 
omissions can be accidental or deliberate, while accidental omissions are “outright errors”, 
deliberate ones are acceptable because they “enhance the effectiveness of an 
interpretation” (p. 373). However, omissions, deliberate or not, always have negative 
effect, e.g., dropping PMs in the target language, which decreases the effectiveness of the 
interpretation as demonstrated in Chapter 5 (Sections 5.3-5.5). Worth mentioning is that 
the different strategies overlap and complement each other, and it is possible that a strategy 
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such as paraphrasing may result in an omission or addition; the latter was not mentioned by 
Gile or Napier & Baker.  Furthermore, the mere use of these strategies does not guarantee 
accuracy if it is not underpinned by the knowledge of how questions function in the 
courtroom and the competence in the source and target languages.  
 
The present study’s data show that interpreters used most of the above strategies at varying 
degrees of frequency and success where, for instance, the strategy of omission was used 
more frequently than others and caused most of the inaccuracies (see Chapter 5, Sections 
5.3-.5.5). I shall attempt in the following section to produce pragmatic interpretations of 
several question types featured in the data using most of the above strategies.   
 
3.5.2 Achieving pragmatic equivalence in Educated Spoken 
Arabic  
Research on the pragmatic function and use of questions in Arabic courtroom was difficult 
to find. Discussion will draw upon research on English questions in this Section, the 
literature on Arabic questions, the researcher’s intuition and knowledge of Arabic as a 
native speaker, and the dialectal Arabic adopted in this study: ESA. The objective is to 
demonstrate that pragmatic equivalence of leading questions used in the data can be 
adequately produced in Arabic. Nevertheless, the focus will be on the types of questions 
that proved problematic for the participants, mainly leading questions such as CPPTQs and 
the declaratives prefaced by the “I put it to you” clause. The investigation of pragmatic 
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equivalents for non-leading question types will be limited to modal interrogatives as the 
only interrogative question that was markedly problematic for the participants.  
 
3.5.2.1 Pragmatic equivalents of constant positive polarity tags  
As discussed in Section 3.4.1.2, CPPTQs are unique in their structure because both 
segments of the question are positive. They perform certain pragmatic and discursive 
functions including expressing speaker attitude and intention. This is realised through 
repeating part of the interlocutor’s utterance in a tone that reflects the intended attitude. 
Since Arabic does not possess a grammatical structure equivalent to that of CPPTQs, 
generating pragmatic equivalence to these questions cannot be achieved syntactically, with 
the exclusion of prosody. A certain attitude encoded in a question like “You’re sorry, are 
you?” is to be first decoded to “What! you’re sorry” or “Really? You’re sorry”, depending 
on the attitude encoded, and voiced with the appropriate tone. That means, emotions 
implicated in CPPTQs should always be explicated in Arabic with the use of a declarative 
fronted by a discourse marker and aided by appropriate suprasegmental element(s). 
However, in order to select the appropriate pragmatic or prosodic markers, the functions 
performed by the CPTTQs in the data need to be identified first.  
 
There are only three functions identified with the use of the four CPPTQS in the data: 
probing; sarcasm (two questions); and surprise. The tabulated pragmatic makers in Arabic 
below were found to be the most appropriate way to convey the attitudes embedded in the 
English questions. 
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Table 3.1 Suggested Arabic pragmatic markers for CPPTQs  
Function/ 
speaker attitude 
CPTTQs in the taxonomy Arabic 
Pragmatic 
marker 
English 
gloss  
Probing  (Q4) Right. You had previously\ 
told he::r not to SPEAK to people 
she didn’t know\, had/ you? 
ينعي So/then 
Sarcasm 
 
(Q6) You me:t him\ by a:ccident, 
did/ you?    
اللهو!  
 هآ  
  اذإف 
Really! 
I see, 
Ah so 
(Q7) You’d see:n it\ befo:re, had/ 
you?  
اللهو!  Really! 
Surprise  (Q8) It was just a SCREEN doo:r\, 
was/ it? 
معن ؟   What? 
 
Undoubtedly, there are other tokens that can be used to expresses the three attitudes 
outlined above like, for example, “ملاساي!: … ‘wow’” (Ryding & Mehall,  2005, p.165). The 
authors claim that this expression is also used in Egyptian dialect to express surprise, and 
sarcasm. ميظع  /‘ziim/ (geat) is another expression appropriate to express sarcasm when 
uttered with the right tone . In order to demonstrate how different functions of CPPTQs 
can be delivered in Arabic, the four CPPTQs questions used in the data will be analysed 
prosodically and discussed discursively. The analysis will start with the function of 
probing as performed by a question from the data together with a proposed translation. 
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(Q4): Right. You had previously\ told he::r not to SPEAK to people she didn’t 
know\, had/ you? 
 PR:    /هفرعت ام صخش يا عم ملكتت عونمم هنا لبق نماهلتلق تنأ ينعي  
BT: (Right, so you TOLD HER before that she was not allowed to speak to anyone/ 
she didn’t know\?) 
 
Prior to analysing the source question’s function and its prosodic realisation, the process of 
identifying the function of probing needs to be explained first. Lexically, CPPTQs are 
usually laconic when they express speaker attitudes, but long-winded when they function 
as probing devices as in the above question. In addition, when CPPTQs are used to probe, 
they are used to express doubt and not a genuine search for the truth. When studying 
speaker attitudes, such as sarcasm, surprise, and probing, underlined by doubt and disbelief 
when uttered prosodically, Neiberg & Gustafson (2012) used a professional (voiceover) 
actor to express these attitudes. They found that the actor used a range of prosodic cues 
such as (sentence) stress/accent; loudness; vowel length; duration; changes in pitch; and a 
fall-rise intonation pattern, distributed attitudinally. When this conversational analysis was 
applied to question (Q4) above, it revealed that the male questioner, who also acted out 
these questions in the current study, used most of those prosodic features also in a similar 
pattern. These included using a combination of multiple sentence stresses (placed on the 
attitudinal tokens); vowel lengthening (of key words); loudness (of the defining words); 
and one or two tone units with a fall-rise intonation pattern. These findings are consistent 
with Kimp’s (2007) analysis of the realisation of the same attitude, which also exhibited a 
reasonable amount of stress markers. It can be said safely that probing in the English 
question was realised prosodically by the same prosodic cues: the rising intonation on the 
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closing tag after “had" in conjunction with a stress on “you”, “not” and “didn’t” as well as 
the prolongation of the vowel in “her” and the loudness in uttering the verb “speak”.  
 
As the suggested rendition shows, probing in the source question can be conveyed in 
Arabic by a declarative enhanced by a combination of pragmatic as well as prosodic 
markers. The pragmatic marker ينعي (literally means: “that means”, but pragmatically 
means: so) was found to be the most appropriate token due to its multiple functions. Some 
of these are adversative, such as “explaining intentions … [and] qualifying an opinion” (al-
Bataineh, 2012, p.34), or “correcting” (Rieschild: 2011, p.330). The witness’ utterance 
prior to the above question in Hale’s (2004, p.50) study was “‘I talked to her and I said 
‘Haven’t I told you that I don’t want you to you to speak to people you don’t know?’”. The 
intention in the Arabic rendition is further communicated by the suprasegmental markers, 
prominently: 
 
 the  stress on the segment “not allowed” and the first syllable in “anyone” (attitudinal 
elements), and 
 loud voicing of “told her” (focal point in the proposition) in tandem with a rising-
falling contour where “anyone/” has the rising intonation and falling one on “know\”. 
 
 
In Arabic, this contour indicates the speaker’s certainty of the untruthfulness of the 
presented claims (Yeou, Embarki & Al-Maqtari, 2007, p. 323). The same researchers 
found that in DA a “rising-falling contour is associated with certainty: the speaker is 
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categorically confirming the exclusive selection of an alternative out of two or more 
possibilities and is not asking for confirmation”. 
As far as the interpretation of sarcasm in CPPTQs is concerned, pragmatic equivalence can 
be achieved in Arabic by the use of pragmatic as well as acoustic markers, as suggested in 
the rendition of the source question (Q6) below. 
 
(Q6): You me:t him\ by a:ccident, did/ you?    
(PR): /ةفدصـلاب هتلب:اق !اللهو. 
(BT): REALLY! you me:t him by a:ccident\. 
 
The questioner’s sarcastic attitude in the source question is produced prosodically through: 
 an intonation contour of falling (end of declarative) and rising (end of the tag), and 
 a prolongation of and stress on “meet” and the first syllable of “accident” together 
with a falling intonation on the auxiliary verb “did” in the tag.  
 
This is consistent with Rao’s (2013, p.30) observation about the production of sarcasm in 
American English when writing that “sarcasm resulted in increased stressed syllable length 
in attitudinally relevant words.” Based on the analysis model proposed by Kimps & 
Davidse (2008), the source question’s implicature should first be disambiguated by 
reducing it to its basic structure of an initial pragmatic marker while keeping the host 
clause unchanged (i.e., in a declarative mode). The Arabic marker اللهو (Really) may also 
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denote surprise (Samara, 2006). Intuitively speaking, it can be used to signify sarcasm 
because of the paradox it encodes between its semantic meaning as a word, implying oath, 
and its pragmatic use as a marker, signifying derision. It also should be uttered with 
moderate loudness. This amplifies its negative undertone, in conjunction with an emphatic 
voicing of the attitudinal word “accident” by placing a stress on the second and third 
syllables of the Arabic word /biS-Sodfeh/ (by accident). This should be in tandem with the 
prolongation of its second syllable /biS-So:dfeh/ to give impetus to the overall sense of 
sarcasm (Thawabteh,  2011). Question (Q7) in the data was voiced in a sarcastic tone using 
a similar prosodic pattern as in the previous question (Q6). Therefore it can be rendered 
into Arabic in a similar way. 
 
 (Q7): You’d see:n it\ befo:re, had/ you? 
 (PR): ::ـلبق نم اهتفش !اللهو 
 (BT): REALLY! you saw it befo::re\. 
 
Sarcasm in the source question is communicated by a fall-rise intonation contour (last 
word in the declarative and the tag respectively), a stress on the attitudinal word “seen”, a 
prolongation of its vowel together with a stress on the second syllable of “before”, and a 
prolongation of its last vowel. The same disambiguation process needs to be followed 
throughout where the tag question is converted into a pragmatic marker اللهو (Really) and 
positioned initially but leaving the declarative unchanged. What follows should also be 
acoustically modulated to produce the tone of sarcasm as explained.  
 
Chapter 3  Accuracy of Court Interpreting 
85 
 
Finally, the attitude of surprise was expressed by (Q8) as follows: 
 
 (Q8): It was just a SCREEN doo:r\, was/ it? 
 (PR): /كبش باب سب ناك ؟\ مـ:ـعن 
 (BT): Wha:t/? It was just a SCREEN door\ 
 
In (Q8), surprise is communicated prosodically by the tonal distribution of a falling 
intonation on the last word of the declarative, a rising one on the last word of the closing 
tag, coupled with the prosodic boosters, particularly with the emphasis on “just”, a loud 
voicing of “screen”, and a sound prolongation of “door”. However, the surprise here is not 
genuine but one that implies disbelief or doubt about the truth of the witness’ proposition 
(oh, yeah, it was only a screen door). In the proposed rendition above, the questioner’s 
emotion is conveyed lexically by the marker مـعن /na‘am/ (what?) with a rising intonation 
that signifies surprise in Arabic (Al-Azzawi & Al-Mahjoob, 2013). However, in order to 
prevent the marker from being understood as a genuine surprise, its vowel was prolonged.  
 
3.5.2.2 Pragmatic equivalents of invariant tag questions  
This is the only tag question subset that has direct equivalents in Arabic. Its illocutionary 
force is weak in both languages because it is a genuine question asking for ratification. A 
question like “You’re tired, correct?” can be easily and accurately rendered into Arabic as 
؟حص ،نابعت تنا. Arabic has direct equivalents of the usual two English invariant tags 
tabulated below.  
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Table 3.2 English invariant tags and their ESA equivalents 
No. English invariant tag DA/ESA equivalent English gloss 
1 (Is that) Correct?  (اذه )حص /؟حيحص  (Is this) Correct? 
2 (Is that) Right? ؟طوبظم (Is this) Right? 
 
Although they are used across most Arabic dialects, the Arabic tags listed above are ESA 
because they are dialect-neutral and easily understood. Like their English counterparts, 
these tags are used in spontaneous speech and take a rising intonation. However, they can 
also be used with a falling intonation to signal different rhetorical functions including 
persistence in obtaining a confirmation as in English. They can also be converted into 
equivalents of checking tags as demonstrated in the following Section. 
 
3.5.2.3 Pragmatic equivalents of checking tag questions  
Based on the discussion in Section 3.4.1.1, it can be argued that Arabic does not have 
direct equivalents to checking tag questions, and therefore they are extremely difficult to 
interpret into Arabic. However, they can still be interpreted accurately using Arabic 
invariant tag questions with expanded closing tags. Like their English counterparts, Arabic 
invariant tags are short, typically one or two words. To strengthen their force, they should 
be extended producing what Wadensjo¨ calls “expanded renditions” (1998, p. 107). This 
expansion takes the form of adding more tokens as tabulated below.     
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Table 3.3 Expanded invariant tag tokens in ESA 
No. Expanded tag English gloss Continuum 
of coercion  
1  حص/ طوبظم  ؟ناطلغ انا ّلاو  Is this correct/right, or it’s not so?  High 
2  حص /طوبظم  ؟لا ّلاو اداه  Is this correct/right, or not?  
3 حص /طوبظم ؟ناطلغ انا ّلاو  Is this correct/right, or it’s not so?   
4 حص/ طوبظم ؟لا مأ اذه  Is this correct/right, or not?  
5 حص/ طوبظم  ؟ملاكلا اه  Isn’t this thing correct/right? Low 
 
In addition to the use of the appropriate suprasegmental cues, mainly stress and loudness, 
the coerciveness in these tags stem from the forced choice interrogative. This forces the 
witness to choose between two alternatives. Since witnesses are powerless participants, 
they may find it difficult to question the social power vested in lawyers and judges because 
this could be perceived as “a breach of the ‘rightness’ of social norms” (Harris, 1995, 
p.125), hence their tendency to agree. Below is an analysis of a question with expanded 
tag:  
 م ،اهتبرض تناظ؟ناطلغ انا ّلا و طوب   
(You hit him, is this right, or it’s not so?) 
 
The expanded token طوبظم ؟ناطلغ انا لاا و  (Lit. “is this right, or am I wrong?”) is coercive 
because the extra words emphasise the questioning force of the tag by leaving no choice 
for the witness but to agree for reasons mentioned earlier by Harris (1995). Furthermore, 
the negative polarity of the (expanded) tag adds to its coerciveness because of the very 
nature of negative interrogatives as coercive question type in Arabic (Abbaas, 2000) and in 
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English (Berk-Seligson, 1999). Furthermore, the question’s proposition, whether loaded or 
not, affects the tag’s coercion. Consequently, pragmatic equivalence can be produced in 
Arabic if the tag is lengthened and said with a falling intonation as demonstrated by the 
following proposed rendition: 
 
 (Q13): You say-you’re making this all up, aren’t you\? 
 (PR): ؟لا  ّلاو اداه طوبظم ،ملاكلا اه لك فلأتب تنأ -لوقت تنأ  
 (BT): You say- you’re making this all up, is this RIGHT, or not?\) 
 
The source question is highly coercive because of its explicitly incriminating proposition 
including the falling intonation on the closing tag. This reinforces a strong assumption of 
perjury, and presents the question as a statement rather than an interrogative. In the 
proposed translation, the assumption is achieved in Arabic by the use of an invariant tag 
question with an expanded tag uttered with a falling intonation. The negative (polar) 
interrogative tag suggests the desired answer: “right”, voiced loudly -one of the two 
choices in the tag. This is aided by the stress on the contentious phrase “making this all up” 
(all one word in Arabic), and “this”, and the loud voicing of “right”. Conversely, when the 
illocutionary force of the question is weak due to neutral propositional content, a less 
coercive expanded tag will then be appropriate as in the following example.  
 
 (Q 15) Well, you remember the roundabout, don’t you\? 
 (PR): ؟ملاكلاه حص،ةريدتسملا ركذتت تنأ ،بيط 
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 (PR): Well, you remember the roundabout, isn’t this CORRECT? 
 
Although the source question is not propositionally incriminating as the previous two 
questions were, it is still argumentative due to the final falling tone on the tag and the 
initial pragmatic marker used disaffiliatively. Although the Arabic marker بيط (well) 
performs less aggressive functions than its English counterpart does, it encodes 
disagreement (Al-Harahsheh & Kanakri, 2013), thus deeming it appropriate in the above 
rendition.  
 
3.5.2.4 Pragmatic equivalents of prosodic questions   
English prosodic questions are similar to CPPTQs in that they also express speaker 
attitudes and emotions. The difference, however, is that the former express the speaker’s 
emotions toward the co-conversationalist, whereas the latter expresses the speaker’s view 
about the truth of the evidence (Woodbury, 1984, p.218). Prosodic questions are similar to 
polar questions because they demand a yes/no answer shown in the following examples 
from Woodbury (1985, p.202). They differ though in their pragmatic properties. 
 
 1. Did you enter the house at that time/? 
 2. You entered the house at that time/? 
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According to Woodbury, the difference between the above two questions is that question 
(1) does not presuppose, and seeks unbiased answer in form of “yes” or “no”. Question (2), 
although it “contains question cues”, it presupposes thus: “the speaker believes in the truth 
of the proposition as it is formulated in the question” (Woodbury, 1985, p.203). As such, 
only the second question expresses the speaker’s expectation as to what constitutes a likely 
response. Based on this, prosodic questions cannot and should not be interpreted as polar 
interrogatives. 
 
Since English prosodic questions are similar to CPPTQs in performing certain functions, 
particularly those of expressing speaker attitudes, the same strategy used to render 
CPPTQs can also be utilised to render them in Arabic. Drawing on Grice’s (1995) coping 
strategy of reconstruction,  the source question should be reformulated in the target 
language by decoding the implied attitude and recoding it declaratively using a statement 
prefaced by a pragmatic marker and voiced with appropriate prosodic markers. Because 
PMs are used to express speaker attitudes (Lewis, 2006), employing the appropriate 
markers is essential in interpreting prosodic questions. In the data, prosodic questions were 
used to signify two different attitudes, i.e., blame and frustration. Drawing on the studies 
on Arabic PMs, (e.g. Al-Harahsheh & Kanakri, 2013; & Samarah, 2006) three pragmatic 
markers, i.e. ينعي/ اذإ  (so) and بيط (well), have been selected to express the same attitudes in 
Arabic. The source questions and their proposed renditions are listed in the following table. 
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Table 3.4 Suggested Arabic pragmatic markers for Prosodic questions 
Function/ 
speaker attitude 
Prosodic questions  
 
Arabic Pragmatic 
marker 
English 
gloss  
Blame   (Q22):Uhm, well when you filled 
out the insurance claim, your 
WIFE  did that on your behalf/? 
ينعي So  
Blame   اذإ So/then 
Frustration (Q27) Right, uh, well you acce:pt 
that you filled out the form on 
the 23
rd
/? 
بيط Well  
 
There are only two prosodic questions in the data and both were used in cross-examination. 
From the intonation and other acoustic cues used in verbalising them it was evident that 
question Q22 encoded the meaning of blame and Q27 frustration. Since the two questions 
were used out of the macro-context (social setting), their prosodic profile or verbalisation, 
as well as their micro-context (their position in relation to other questions) will be relied 
upon to analyse their intended meaning. Pragmatic renditions will also be suggested. 
 
(Q22): Uhm, well when you filled out the insurance claim, your WIFE did that on 
your behalf/? 
 (PR):  /كنع ةباين هتبع كتجوز،ينيمأتلا قاقحتسلاا بلط تيبع تنأ امل ينعي هآ 
(BT): Uh, so when you filled out the insurance claim application, your WIFE did it 
on your behalf\ 
 
The above question is second in a series of eight questions (Q21-Q28) relating to the topic 
of an insurance claim, including the person who completed it and the date it was 
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completed. The first question (Q21) was a polar question asking whether the witness 
completed the claim on 23
rd
 of July. The verbalisation of the above question makes it clear 
that the questioner blames the witness for not being forthcoming with the information 
about who really completed it. The pragmatic marker well is used to pre-empt the witness’ 
disagreement to the lawyer’s presupposition that the wife had completed it. In the Arabic 
rendition the marker ينعي (so) is appropriate because, according to Owens & Rockwood 
(2008), it introduces information of equal importance (i.e., the lawyer’s assumption that 
the wife did it) and maintains topic continuity (insurance claim). Moreover, it is believed 
that placing stress on “did it” and the loud voicing of “wife” and the falling tone 
contributed in communicating the attitude of blame.  
 
3.5.2.5  Pragmatic equivalents of “I put it to you” declaratives   
The “I put it to you” clause is used in cross-examination mainly because of its extreme 
coerciveness, which stems from its implicature of accusation (Hale & Gibbons, 1999).This 
expression implicitly accuses the witness of “perjury” (Donovan, 2007, p.6), and it is not 
prosody sensitive unlike other leading questions.  
 
The expression’s uniqueness comes also from its legal function where “[C]ross-examiners 
have an obligation to put the conflicting contents to their opposing side for comment” 
(Hale, 2004, p.40) by means of the “I put it to you” expression. However, due to its legal 
and pragmatic characteristics this expression tends to be extremely difficult to interpret 
accurately as mentioned by Hale (2004) and Stern (2004), and confirmed by the results of 
the present research. Although Arabic lacks a direct equivalent, the English clause can still 
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be rendered successfully in Arabic through the use of the following expressions when 
voiced with the appropriate suprasegmentals.  
 
Table 3.5 Suggested Arabic expressions for “I put it to you” clause 
No. Arabic expression English gloss Continuum of coerciveness  
1 كلوقأ  I say to you High 
2 كربخأ I tell you 
3 كيلع هحرطأ I suggest to you Low 
 
None of the three expressions above could be deemed equivalent of the “I put it to you” 
clause. However, they assume coerciveness when they are used with the appropriate lexical 
and prosodic cues. Lexically, its illocutionary force is strengthened through the use of  the 
resumptive pronoun انأ (I) to preface كلوقأ (I say to you) and its variant كربخأ (I tell you),as 
well as كيلع هحرطأ (I suggest to you). Prosodically, the “I” pronoun is to be voiced with 
emphasis to denote accusation. Moreover, the suitability of each clause is dependent on the 
question’s propositional content where an aggressive proposition is more likely to be 
conveyed more accurately with the use of clause (1) than (2) as in the following examples 
from the data.  
 
(Q19) See, what I’m putting to you is that you were yelling and screaming on the 
ground, at this stage.   
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PR: تقولاه يف  ضرلأا ىلع خّرصتو قعّزتب تنك كنإ وه كل هلوقأ انأ يللإ عق::اولا يف  
BT: (A::ctually, what I say to you is that you were YELLING and SCREAMING 
on the ground, at this time.) 
 
The English question is propositionally loaded, and the accusation implicated in “I’m 
putting it to you” declarative is enforced by the pragmatic maker see which encodes the 
lawyer’s proclaimed knowledge. So the clause, together with the marker, put forward the 
accusation of “yelling and screaming” not as a mere allegation but as a fact based on 
knowledge. This makes the utterance all the more aggressive. Such aggressiveness is 
conveyed in Arabic through the combination of lexical and prosodic markers. Lexically, it 
is conveyed through the use of the Arabic expression of “I say to you” with an emphasis on 
the resumptive pronoun: “I”, used in ESA for emphasis (Al-Jabr, 1985). It is prefaced by 
the Arabic PM “Actually”, voiced with a vowel prolongation, and the loud verbalisation of 
the two controversial verbs “yelling and screaming”. The stress on the Arabic expression “I 
say to you” helps to increase its accusatory import. Although the Arabic PM does not have 
the connotation of “proclaimed knowledge”, it still adds a degree of coercion due to its 
prosodic delivery.  
 
Due to its weak illocutionary force, كيلع هحرطأ (“I suggest to you”) on its own is 
inappropriate to use when interpreting the above example because of the source question’s 
loaded proposition. However, it can be used when the question is not markedly 
contentious, as in the following example from the taxonomy: 
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(Q34) Now, I put it to you Mr Salem, that during the period of 6
th
 March 1992 to 
9
th
 July 1992, the defendant did make regular weekly payments of a hundred and 
forty dollars. 
PR:  ناك 2991 ويلوي 9 ةياغل 2991 سرام 6 نيب ةدملا للاخ هنإ ملاس ديس اي كيلع هحرطا ىلإ ،ةقيقحلا يف
    مظتنم لكشب عوبسا لك رلاود نيعبراو ةيم غلبم عفديب هيلع يعدملا 
BT: (In fact, what I suggest to you Mr Salem is that during the period between 6
th
 
March 1992 till 9
th
 July 1992 the defendant was PAYING an amount of $140 every 
week on  a regular basis). 
 
Even in the above example, the Arabic clause on its own is still not strong enough, which 
is why suprasegmentals, i.e., the emphasis on the clause “I suggest”, are essential to 
strengthen its force by subtly adding an element of accusation. The force is made stronger 
by the use of PM ةقيقحلا يف (in fact).  
 
The “I put it to you” declarative is the last category of leading questions that were 
challenging for interpreters in the present research and Hale’s (2004) book. By contrast, 
most of non-leading questions proved unproblematic for interpreters in both studies. The 
only exception was modal interrogatives, which posed a degree of difficulty to the 
interpreters in both studies. This, therefore, warrants its analysis and the need to propose 
strategies through which pragmatic equivalence can be generated in Arabic. This is applied 
in the following Section. 
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3.5.2.6 Pragmatic equivalents of modal interrogatives   
In Arabic, there exist two main requestive strategies: one is direct through the use of 
imperatives with or without politeness markers, and the other is indirect through the use of 
modal interrogatives. However, indirectness is not as common in Arabic as it is in English, 
which explains the limited number of modal verbs in the former. In the data three verbs 
were used:  two are dialect-neutral, namely نكمم (literally means “possible”) and ردقت 
(literally means “you are able/you can”), and the dialectal كيف (can/could) common in the 
Levantine dialects. Although making requests interrogatively is not as normative in Arabic 
as it is in English, it is still common enough in certain dialects (e.g. Mahadin & Jaradat, 
2011 for Jordanian Arabic). As such, it can be argued that the three verbs are direct 
equivalents to the English modal verbs used in the data, namely “can” and “could”. A 
question like Can you describe it to the court?” can be rendered accurately using the 
dialect-neutral modal verbs:  نكمم/ هفصوتردقت؟ةمكحملل . The dialect-specific modal verb كيف can 
only be used with speakers of Levantine Arabic since it may cause a comprehension issue 
to speakers of other dialects. As in English, interrogative clauses such as عيطتست له (Are 
you able to) or كناكمإب له, نكمملا نم له and كنكمي له (all literally mean “will/would it be 
possible”), cannot be used in Arabic to form polite interrogatives (Farahat, 2009). When 
used, they are likely to be understood as polar questions asking for a yes/no answer, partly 
because هل  (do/is/are, etc.) is the formal interrogative marker always used to form polar 
questions in MSA. 
 
As mentioned earlier, it is culturally acceptable to make direct requests using imperatives 
with or without politeness token such as تحمس ول (if you please). Unlike English, Arabic 
does not consider the use of imperatives to make a request as impolite (Tawalbeh1 & Al-
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Oqaily, 2012). Since the requests in the court context are pragmatically commands, it is 
acceptable to use imperatives as in the rendition نربخ لصح يللا شيا ا  (tell us what happened), 
which is an accurate rendition of “Can you tell us what happened”. 
 
Another aspect of courtroom discourse worth investigating is the conversational and 
discursive functions of pragmatic markers. PMs enhance the coerciveness of courtroom 
questions, mainly leading questions, as discussed in the following Section. 
 
3. 6 Pragmatic markers: definition and function   
PMs, also known as discourse markers (Schiffrin 1987), are given different definitions 
including “class of lexical expressions” (Frazer, 1999, p.1). These markers do not 
contribute to the propositional content of the utterance. Since they have no semantic 
meaning, PMs can be removed from conversation without causing any loss to propositional 
content. Their removal however will affect the pragmatic meaning of the utterances 
making them sound unnatural and incoherent. As such, PMs are crucial in utterance 
interpretation (Schourup, 1999). They perform a variety of pragmatic functions, including: 
adding coherence to the discourse (Schiffrin, 1987); implying pragmatic value, e.g. 
implicature, (Schourup, 1999); and indicating speaker attitude to what they are saying 
(Swan, 2005, p.xviii). In the courtroom questioning, PMs are used coercively, chiefly in 
cross examination, “as devices of argumentation, combativeness and control” signifying 
“superior authority” (Hale, 1999, p.59). However, not all PMs are equally coercive; some 
are less coercive, which explains their frequent use in examination-in-chief, e.g. now. 
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In the present study a number of PMs were used, however the focus of the study was only 
on three of them: namely well, now and see/you see, because of their frequent occurrence 
and disaffiliative role. It was found that see/ you see occurred only in cross-examination 
due to their coercive connotation. Whereas well and now featured in both types of 
examination. The three PMs performed a variety of functions in the courtroom. Some of 
these functions are tabulated below based on the typologies of Norrick (2001), Schiffrin 
(1987) and Hale (1999). 
 
Table 3.6 Functions of the English PMs in examination-in-chief and cross-examinations 
MP Cross examination  Examination-in-chief  
See/ 
you 
see  
1) Indicate proclaimed knowledge 
2) Convey the questioner’s viewpoint 
3) Demand  from the hearer to accept the 
questioner’s viewpoint overtly 
Not used 
Well 1) Initiate disagreement 
2) Indicate dissatisfaction with the witness’ 
answer 
3) Rebuke the respondent for not complying 
4) Signifies the lawyer’s frustration for not 
getting the preferred.   
1) Encode the lawyer’s 
frustration for not obtaining 
the desired answer 
2) Bring the conversation back 
to the main point when the co-
conversationalist diverges  
3) Seek information that 
previous question failed to 
obtain 
Now  1) Emphasize assertiveness; 
2) Seek an answer  that suits the lawyer’s 
purpose 
3) Expresses dissatisfaction with the witness’ 
answer 
4) Control testimony 
5) Presents the lawyer’s version of facts 
1) Guide the witness in 
presenting evidence; 
2) Request a narrative answer 
(usually used with 
information-seeking questions) 
3) Mark progression of 
testimony 
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It is clear from the above table that while PMs perform coercive and controlling functions 
in cross-examination, they mainly perform controlling functions in examination-in-chief. 
Although witnesses in examination-in-chief are usually cooperative, they sometimes fail to 
adhere to the lawyer’s questioning agenda, for instance, by giving unwanted or more than 
required information. This often prompts lawyers to use PMs in an attempt to regain 
control as in the following example from the examination-in-chief in Hale’s (2004) data. 
 
 (Q9): And uh you tell the court that you have no prior conviction? 
 A: No. 
 (Q10): Well, is it correct that you have no prior conviction? 
 A: Yes.  
 
As stated in Chapter 2 (Section, 2.2.1), simple statements are used to express 
uncontentious facts and are expected to elicit agreement. However, in the above example 
the witness (A) provided an undesired answer based on their misunderstanding of the 
question, which frustrated the questioner, prompting them to use the PM well, to express 
that frustration. It is interesting to note that PM prefaced by a polar question, is controlling 
by definition. When the same marker is used coercively, it usually prefaces a leading 
question as in the following from cross-examination: 
 
(Q18) Well, you were yelling and screaming at this stage, weren’t you? 
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Similar to well, now has multiple functions to perform in the courtroom questions as it 
performs coercive as well as controlling functions in cross-examination, but mainly 
controlling function in examination-in-chief. In some cases, a marker may have an 
overlapping function as in the following example where it is used by a cross-examiner to 
signal the lawyer’s dissatisfaction, blame and a demand for an answer that suits their 
agenda.  
 
(Q11):  Now, that’s not the same as what you just told us a minute ago, is it? 
 
Examiners-in-chief also use now to preface constraining (polar) questions with the aim of 
guiding the witness to give a specific piece of evidence as in the following question from 
the data. 
 
(Q14):  Now, just pause there, do you remember what month of the year 1992 it 
was?  
 
Due to its coercive functions of conveying the questioner’s viewpoint and demanding from 
the hearer to accept it, the see/you see occurs only in cross-examination, and in the data it 
was always used with leading questions as in the following example. 
 
(Q20): See, you wanna get him in trouble, don’t you? 
Chapter 3  Accuracy of Court Interpreting 
101 
 
Since see/you see also encodes “proclaimed knowledge”, it is the most appropriate PM to 
use with the “I put it to you” declarative which presents the lawyer’s version of facts. This 
is demonstrated by the following example from the data.  
 
(Q19): See, what I’m putting to you is that you were yelling and screaming on the 
ground, at this stage. 
 
Due to their complex pragmatic properties and multiple communicative functions, PMs 
proved problematic for interpreters in Hale’s (2004) study as well as in the present 
research. In both studies, PMs were omitted most of the time or rendered semantically. 
This made it imperative to propose strategies through which the function of PMs could be 
delivered into Arabic, as discussed in the following Section. 
 
3.7 Pragmatic Markers: achieving pragmatic equivalence in 
Arabic 
The study was unable to find any research on the use of Arabic pragmatic markers in the 
courtroom discourse. The few research studies that exist discuss the use of only a limited 
number of PMs used in daily conversation and with reference to specific Arabic varieties. 
Among these markers, four PMs were found, which could be argued to be the equivalents 
of the English markers well and now when used in non-forensic settings. The three Arabic 
PMs are tabulated below together with examples of their functions.  
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Table 3.7 Arabic semi-equivalents of the English PMs and their functions 
MP Arabic 
MP 
English 
gloss 
Function 
Well عقاولا يف 
 
 
Actually 1) Initiates disagreement (Al-Harahsheh & Kanakri, 
2013). 
2) Encodes the relevancy and acceptance of a given 
utterance (al-Bataineh, 2012) 
3) Requests an explanation and marks a focus and request 
(al-Bataineh, 2012) 
4) Acknowledges an answer and redirects the topic of 
questioning (al-Bataineh, 2012) 
بيط Well, 
Alright, 
OK, 
Fine, good 
ينعي 
  
It means,  
I mean, in 
other 
words. 
 
1) Signifies the speaker’s desire to correct and elaborate 
on what has been said (Rieschild, 2011) 
2) Indicates the speaker’s wish to attract  the 
interlocutors’ attention to be focused on the speakers’ 
turn (Matras, 2012 ) 
3) Allows the speaker to control and intervene directly in 
the  ongoing discourse (Matras, 2012 ) 
Now نلآا 
 
Now,  
 
1) Marks topic shift (Samarah, 2006) 
2) presents a contrastive version (al-Bataineh, 2012) 
بيط Well, OK, 
Right 
 
Generally, Arabic PMs perform less coercive functions and therefore cannot be used on 
their own as pragmatic equivalents of the English PMs when used in the courtroom 
questions. However, when they are aided with appropriate suprasegmentals, e.g. stress and 
loudness, they may serve as equivalents of the English PMs as in the following example.  
 
(Q15) Well, you remember the roundabout, don’t you\? 
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 PR: ؟لا مأ ملاكلاه حص ،ةريدتسملا ركذتت تنا نكل ،بيط 
BT: (Well, but you remember the roundabout, isn’t this CORRECT?)    
 
As stated in Chapter 3 (Section 3.7-8), there is a pragmatic interaction between the PM and 
the host clause, which can be enhanced through the correct use of prosodic cues as 
demonstrated by the above example. Here, as the maker بيط (well/alright) is not coercive 
enough, the contrastive PM “but” is used to strengthen its force. The combination of these 
lexical choice in combination with the prosodic markers, e.g., emphasis on the verb 
“remember”, denote the questioner’s frustration at not eliciting the desired answer. The 
marker ينعي (so) when stressed is also appropriate as a match for the English marker when 
used in argumentative questions as illustrated by the following question from the data. 
 
 (Q17)Well, you didn’t s::ee the handle because there wasn’t an::y knife, isn’t that 
right\? 
PR:؟لا  ّلاو حيحص ،نيكس يأ هيف ناك::ام هنلا ضبقملا تفش::ام تنا ينعي 
BT: (So, you did no::t see the handle because there was no::t any knife, is this 
correct, or it’s not?) 
 
Considering that question (17) was an elaborated repetition of a previous question (16) –
“You couldn’t see any handle, can you?” ينعي is more appropriate to use because it implies 
the speaker’s wish to correct and elaborate on the last question (Rieschild, 2011). 
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The PM now is poly-functional when used in cross-examination, although its level of 
coerciveness is largely determined by the question type and its propositional content. 
However, when it prefaces the “I put it to you” clause, it always performs the aggressive 
function of presenting the lawyer’s adverse version of facts, which covertly accuses the 
witness of untruthfulness. The Arabic PM نلآا encodes a similar meaning, including 
presenting a contrastive version (al-Bataineh, 2012); and when propelled by appropriate 
prosodic markers, e.g. stress or loudness, it assumes similar illocutionary force.  The 
interaction of a loudly voiced نلآا (now) with the stressed verb لوقأ (I say) in the Arabic 
clause كلوقأ (I say to you) is more than likely to deem the Arabic version coercive due to 
the implied accusation as in the following rendition of question (Q34).  
 
(Q34): Now, I put it to you Mr Salem, that during the period of 6
th
 March 1992, to 
9
th
 July 1992, the defendant did make regular weekly payments of a hundred and 
forty dollars. 
PR:  ناك هيلع ىعدملا 2991 ويلوي 9 ةياغل 2991 سرام 6 نيب ةدملا للاخ هنإ ملاس ديس اي كلوقأ يلإ ،نلآا
عفدي مظتنم لكشب عوبسا لك رلاود نيعبراو ةيم غلبم  
BT: (NOW, what I say to you Mr Salem is that during the period between 6
th
 
March 1992 till 9
th
 July 1992 the defendant was PAYING an amount of $140 every 
week on  a regular basis.)   
 
Needless to say, there may be other PMs that could successfully perform most of the 
functions of well and now such as ناكل /lakaan/ - an exclusively Lebanese/Syrian PM, 
which, according to Samarah (2006), marks a challenge and disagreement. However, this 
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PM and its other dialectal variants still need to be aided with prosody in order to enhance 
their effect. They are only to be used with the native speakers of those concerned dialects 
who are able to infer the pragmatic meaning(s) implied in the marker and amplified by 
prosody. 
 
In the case of see/you see, none of the Arabic markers investigated in the quoted studies is 
equivalent even with the aid of prosody. This means that all Arabic PMs do not signify the 
meanings encoded in the English marker. As a native speaker, the researcher fell back on 
intuition and his knowledge of Arabic in selecting certain tokens that are expected to 
produce pragmatic equivalence when used with the appropriate suprasegmentals. Three 
tokens were chosen as tabulated below. 
 
Table 3.8 Suggested Arabic PMs/expressions to interpret “see/you see” 
No. Arabic PM English gloss Meaning implied  
1 يه ةقيقحلا The truth/fact is Encode the meaning that the 
speaker is privy to information but 
is trying to deny their knowledge 
of it. 
2 ةقيقحلا يف In fact/truth 
3 عقاولا يف In reality/Actually 
 
Since none of the markers listed above is an exact match of the English marker denoting its 
multiple meanings, each meaning should be conveyed by a different token(s). Importantly, 
each marker should be uttered with the appropriate prosodic cues in order for it to deliver 
that particular meaning. For example, when “right” is voiced with a stress it implies the 
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meaning of demanding the hearer to accept the speaker’s view openly as in following 
rendition:  
 
(Q31) See, You had an a:rgument with the defendant back in February last year, 
didn’t you\?   
PT:  انأ ّلاو ملاكلاه طوبظم ،ةيضاملا ةنسلا رياربف يف هيلع ىعدملا عم ةرجاشم تلمع تنا ،عقاولا يف
؟ناطلغ 
BT: (Actually, you had an argument with the defendant in February last year, is this 
RIGHT, or its not?) 
 
Due to their implicature of expressing the speaker’s claim (that they know more than the 
hearer), the Arabic markers (1) and (2) are also suitable to use to convey the meaning of 
“proclaimed knowledge” encoded in the English PM see/you see in the following example.  
 
(Q19): See, what I’m putting to you is that you were yelling and screaming on the 
ground, at this stage.  
PT:    ةظحللا هذه يف ضرلاا ىلع قعزتو خّرصت تنك كنا وه كل هلوقأ يلإ ،ةقيقحلا يف 
BT: (In fact, what I’m saying to you is that you were SCREAMING and YELLING 
on the ground at this moment) 
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Due to the interaction between the PM and the declarative, the Arabic PM needs to be 
stressed and aided by other prosodic markers such as loudness in order to convey the same 
meaning of the English PM. The above Arabic PM can also be replaced by the other two 
markers as they also complement the “I put it to you” expression’s pragmatic import of 
expressing the lawyer’s intent to force their version of facts on the witness. 
 
From the above discussion, it becomes evident that there is no one-to-one correspondence 
between Arabic and English to the three PMs. English PMs perform multiple coercive and 
controlling functions that are relevant to the courtroom context. Producing pragmatic 
equivalence is achievable in Arabic if the appropriate PMs in conjunction with the right 
prosodic markers are used, as demonstrated. 
 
3.8 Summary  
This Chapter has dealt with the concept of courtroom questions and their form and 
function in English and Arabic. English possesses various question types, and the degree of 
coercion of these questions is chiefly determined by the type of examination. Leading 
questions are prevalent in cross-examination where they are used coercively. The Chapter 
also examined the translatability of coercive question types into Arabic, drawing on 
appropriate syntactic structures and prosodic markers. It also dealt with the concept of 
pragmatic markers, their function and use in the courtroom discourse, focusing mainly on 
the markers well, now and see/you see. It demonstrated that certain Arabic markers, which 
are not inherently coercive, can be made coercive when the appropriate suprasegmentals 
are used.  
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As explained previously (Chapter 1. Section 1.5), the chief criterion used to gauge the 
accuracy of interpretation of the courtroom questions is the generation of pragmatic 
equivalence in the target language. As demonstrated (Chapter 3, Section, 3.5), this can 
only be achieved through conveying the question’s force and point, and in certain question 
types form as well (e.g., invariant tags). Maintaining form alone in interpreting leading 
questions results in inaccurate interpretation as shown.   
 
As demonstrated in this Chapter, the (intonational) polar question type in DA cannot be 
used as equivalent for the English prosodic question type, although both are structurally 
identical, i.e. they do not take an interrogative marker and are produced prosodically. This 
is because polar question type is not coercive, since it is a non-leading question, while the 
prosodic question type is a leading question. However, maintaining the question form in 
Arabic is possible only with most forms of non-leading questions, e.g. interrogatives and 
simple statements. As such, the pragmatic meaning of most leading questions can only be 
delivered in Arabic by producing pragmatic equivalence irrespective of the syntactic 
structure used. Achieving pragmatic equivalence in interpreting English prosodic questions 
is feasible through the use of a declarative prefaced by pragmatic markers in conjunction 
with prosodic markers.  
 
The same criterion has also been applied to assessing the accuracy of rendering the non-
leading types of questions. Unlike leading questions, English non-leading questions have 
direct equivalents in Arabic. However, unlike English, in Arabic the illocutionary force of 
modal interrogatives, i.e. the sense of command, can be conveyed declaratively as well as 
interrogatively, as demonstrated. It is accurate, therefore, to interpret these questions 
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interrogatively by the use of modal verbs as interrogative markers. It is also accurate to 
interpret the English modal questions declaratively in imperative mode with/without 
politeness marker.  
 
Finally, due to the register’s essential role in distinguishing courtroom talk from any other 
talk, in asserting the lawyers’ power and in assessing the witness’ image and credibility, it 
was considered as a criterion in assessing accuracy. As such, accurate renditions of 
courtroom questions were those that also maintained the register of the source questions. 
Although the witnesses’ answers are not part of the present study, register remains crucial 
in assessing the interpretation of questions because witnesses’ answers are determined, to a 
degree, by the questions’ register. Interfering with the source questions’ register by raising 
or lowering it in the target language could hamper the lawyer’s questioning tactic and is 
likely to have implications for the case. Therefore, the assessment of the formal accuracy 
will also consider register. 
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Chapter 4. Research Methodology 
4.1 Introduction 
This Chapter outlines the methodology used in the thesis, including the instruments, the 
participants, and the data collection and analysis. The two instruments used to collect data 
-the taxonomy questions and the Questionnaire- are outlined and their application 
described. The process of contacting and recruiting the participants is described and the 
procedure of data collection and analysis is outlined. The justification for using these two 
instruments lies in the fact that these were the only effective methods of gathering the 
required data after all attempts to obtain authentic bilingual courtroom proceedings failed. 
The spontaneous interpreting sessions provided a situation close to an authentic courtroom 
because they involved spontaneous real-time interpretations. Through the Questionnaire 
courtroom experiences of the respondents and their views on various linguistic and 
dialectal issues were collected, which could not be gathered in the live interpreting 
sessions.  
 
4.2 Instruments 
Two instruments were used to collect the data for the present study: a taxonomy of 
courtroom questions, and a Questionnaire. The taxonomy of courtroom questions consists 
of a list of courtroom questions adapted from Hale (2004). The Questionnaire included 
linguistic and pragmatic issues, e.g. the use of MSA, DA and ESA in court interpreting as 
well as 10 taxonomy questions for translation by the respondents. Together, the two 
instruments were designed to collect data to test the hypothesis: that Arabic interpreters are 
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expected to convey the content of the courtroom questions into Arabic at the expense of 
their pragmatic meaning. The instruments are described below. 
 
4.2.1  Taxonomy of courtroom questions 
Analysis of the research questions, in particular questions 1, 2, 3, 4 & 6, necessitated 
obtaining Arabic interpretation of the courtroom questions through (audio) transcripts of 
authentic interpreter-mediated court proceedings in Australia. When that option proved to 
be unattainable, the taxonomy of questions in Hale’s book The Discourse of Court 
Interpreting (2004) was adopted with the permission of the author. Accordingly, a number 
of courtroom questions were selected from Hale’s taxonomy because they represented 
pertinent question types used in the Australian courts in examination-in-chief and cross-
examination. These questions were deemed appropriate for this research because: 
 
1) They are authentic courtroom questions asked in real time and interpreted 
originally by professional interpreters, albeit into Spanish.  
2) They comprise question types most of which are likely to be asked in criminal 
court proceedings in Australia, and by extension in a number of countries whose 
courts operate under the adversarial system.  
3) They proved to be problematic for the Spanish interpreters and, consequently, 
they are expected to be problematic for the Arabic interpreters. 
48 questions were used in the taxonomy (Appendix 1) consisting of nine question types 
and subtypes, including: 34 questions in cross-examination questions and 14 in 
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examination-in-chief. As tabulated below (Table 4.1), most question types in cross-
examination were leading questions numbering 26 (520 renditions= 76.47%). Tag 
questions, totalling 20 (400 renditions= 76.92%), were the highest number among leading 
questions. Conversely, examination-in-chief questions were dominated by interrogatives 
totalling 13 (260 renditions= 92.86%) with modal interrogatives forming the majority 9 
(180 renditions= 64.29%). 
Table 4.1 Question types included in the taxonomy of questions 
Examination Question type Leading question Non-leading question 
Examination- in-
chief 
Modal interrogative 0 9 
Polar interrogative 0 2 
Wh-interrogative 0 2 
Simple statement  0 1 
Cross-
examination 
Checking tag 11 0 
Invariant tag 5  0 
Prosodic question 4 0 
CPPTQs 4 0  
Polar interrogative 0 4 
I put it to you 2 0 
Wh-interrogative 0 2 
Simple statement 0 1 
Modal interrogative 0 1 
Total= 48 
26 22 
 
The marked difference of the number of questions and type of questions in both types of 
examination is consistent with Berk-Seligson’s (1999) claim that cross-examination, due to 
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its adversative nature, always contains more questions, most of which are coercive.  
Conversely, the examination-in-chief has fewer questions dominated by the least coercive 
questions as illustrated in Table 4.1 above. 
 
Since Hale’s focus was on question types that were challenging for her (Spanish) 
participants, she investigated in more detail coercive question types such as tag questions. 
Since the present thesis has the same focus, its data contain more coercive question types. 
Similarly, because checking tags were most problematic for her interpreters, Hale analysed 
more renditions of this tag question subset than any of other leading question types. This is 
also replicated in the present research where 11 checking tag questions (i.e., 220 
renditions) were included in the taxonomy questions compared to, e.g. invariant tags (Five 
questions=100 renditions). The rationale for replicating Hale’s model in this respect is 
justified by the fact that these questions are universally expected to cause similar problems 
to Arabic interpreters as they did to their Spanish colleagues in Hale’s study. 
 
Questions that are thematically and topically related are listed in a logical order. For 
example, Table 4.2 below lists the following successive series of questions taken from the 
cross-examination in a single case. 
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Table 4.2 Examples of the taxonomy of question types 
Question 
number 
Question  Question type 
21 Uh do you accept that you filled out a claim, an 
insurance claim for the car on the 23
rd
 of July? 
Polar 
interrogative 
22 Uhm, well when you filled out the insurance claim, your 
wife did that on your behalf/? 
Prosodic 
question 
23 Now, in relation to the day you filled out the insurance 
claim form, can you be more specific as to when police 
told you that your car had been found? 
Modal 
interrogative 
24 Right. The insurance claim form where did you get that 
from? 
Wh-interrogative 
27 Right, uh, well you accept that you filled out the form on 
the 23
rd/?
 
Prosodic 
question 
28 Well, where did you get the form from to fill out?  Wh-interrogative  
 
Since not all the questions in the taxonomy occurred in succession as in the above Table, 
some questions, thematically and topically unrelated, were also included to provide a 
variety of question types. These questions are interrogatives and invariant tags, and have 
direct equivalents in Arabic and were easy to interpret accurately.  
As mentioned earlier, the research data were gathered through two instruments: the 
taxonomy of the courtroom questions and the Questionnaire. The Questionnaire is outlined 
in the next Section. 
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4.2.1 Questionnaire 
Arabic diglossia warrants the need to investigate its impact, perceived or real, on Arabic 
interpreters’ performances when interpreting courtroom questions. In order to facilitate 
such investigation, a Questionnaire (Appendix 2) was designed in three main parts. The 
first part has 10 profile-related questions asking for non-identifying personal information 
about the respondents such as interpreting experience and qualifications. The second part 
has 15 questions on linguistic and dialectal issues pertaining to the use of MSA, DA and 
ESA in interpreting the courtroom questions and the potential problems that may cause, 
e.g. comprehension problems. For consistency of the respondents’ inputs, a multiple 
answer format was used. The last question requires an open response asking for additional 
information applicable to the question. 
 
The third part has 10 courtroom questions, which respondents were asked to translate. 
These questions were selected from the taxonomy and represented most of the types of 
questions asked in examination-in-chief and cross-examination. The question types 
included leading questions such as checking and invariant tags as well as non-leading 
questions such as polar and modal interrogatives. The rationale of adding the 10 questions 
in the Questionnaire was to determine two things. The first whether the respondents’ 
translations would be different from their interpretation of the same set of questions in the 
live interpreting session (LIS). The second reason was to identify any differences in their 
performances in handling of these questions and the causes for that. Needless to say, 
collecting data via the two instruments necessitated undertaking criteria-based recruitment 
of a number of respondents. 
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4.3 Participants 
To enhance the validity and reliability of the research, all participants had to meet two 
crucial criteria. Firstly, since the National Accreditation Authority for Translators and 
Interpreters (NAATI) is the only official certifying body in Australia, participants had to be 
accredited by it. Accreditation had to be at the professional level (formerly Level 3) 
because it is the minimum certification level required for court interpreting in some 
community languages, including Arabic. Secondly, they all had to have courtroom 
interpreting experience. Two groups were enlisted: one group was for the Questionnaire 
(the Questionnaire group) and the other group was for the taxonomy questions (the 
taxonomy group). Members of the Questionnaire group were asked to complete a survey, 
and only those based in Sydney (99) were requested to participate in the LIS. 
 
The Questionnaire was emailed to 131 interpreters across Australia whose names and 
contact details were publicly available on the NAATI website. The instrument was 
completed and returned by only 33 (25%) respondents. Out of the 99 who lived in Sydney, 
30 (30%) expressed their willingness to partake in the LIS, although only 20 (20%) took 
part eventually.  
 
4.3.1 Questionnaire group 
The contact details of the majority of respondents in this group were obtained from the 
online register of NAATI. Contact details of a few respondents were obtained from other 
sources including referrals from colleagues. Since participation did not require physical 
contact with the researcher, professional Arabic interpreters interstate were also contacted. 
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Although close to 40 interpreters initially agreed to participate, only 33 completed the 
Questionnaire, 20 of whom also participated in the LIS.  
 
Based on the profile information provided by the respondents, 19 (58%) were males and 14 
(42%) females. The majority of participants, numbering 23 (70%), were over 46 years of 
age, nine (27%) between 36 and 45 years; and one (3%) was not stated. In relation to their 
dialects, the participants speak different Arabic dialects representing the major Arabic 
regional varieties, Levantine dialects, Iraqi and Egyptian as outlined in the Table 4.3, 
below:  
 
Table 4.3 Respondents’ native Arabic dialects  
 
Dialect  Number of respondents % 
Lebanese 8 40 
Egyptian 4 20 
Syrian  3 15 
Iraqi 2 10 
Palestinian  2 10 
Not stated 1 5 
Total 20 100 
 
As clearly shown in Table 4.3, above, most participants speak Levantine dialects, i.e. 
Lebanese, Syrian, and Palestine, with the majority among them speak the Lebanese dialect.  
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The length of time participants had lived in Australia varied considerably, where some of 
them arrived six years ago, while others 48 years ago, with an average of 25 years. The 
breakdown of these figures is tabulated below: 
 
Table 4.4 Respondents’ length of residence in Australia 
Length in years Number of respondents % 
0-5  0 0 
6-10  5 15.15 
11-15 1 3.1 
16-20  8 24.24 
21+  18  54.54 
Unstated 1 3.1 
Total  33 100 
 
As can be seen clearly in the above table, most of the respondents had lived in Australia for 
more than 21 years. As far as their generic educational qualification is concerned, most of 
the respondents are post graduates. The breakdown of their qualification is tabulated 
below. 
  
Table 4.5 Respondents’ non-interpreting educational qualification  
 
Educational qualification Number of respondents % 
PhD 3 9 
Post graduate  19 58 
BA 10 30 
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Secondary school certificate 1 3 
Total  33 100 
 
Concerning their formal interpreting qualifications and training, respondents hold a variety 
of qualifications, as seen in Table 4.6 below: 
 
Table 4.6 Respondents’ formal interpreting qualification  
 
Educational qualification Number of respondents % 
MA 8 24 
BA 3 9.4 
Graduate Diploma 6 18.2 
Graduate Certificate 1 3 
Technical and Further Education (TAFE) Advanced 
Diploma 
8 24 
TAFE Diploma 3 9.4 
No formal education qualification 2 6 
Unstated 2 6 
Total  33 100 
 
The majority of respondents (27.3%) have general interpreting experience of between 6-10 
years. The breakdown of the figures is tabulated below:  
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Table 4.7 Respondents’ general interpreting experience 
Experience in years Number of respondents % 
0-5  8 24.2 
6-10 9 27.3 
11-15 3 9.1 
16-20 6 18.2 
21+ 6 18.2 
Unstated 1 3 
Total  33 100 
 
Concerning their courtroom interpreting experience, the vast majority of respondents 
(42.4%) have less than five years’ experience, as outlined in Table 4.8, below: 
 
Table 4.8 Respondents’ court interpreting experience  
 
Experience in years Number of respondents % 
0-5  14 42.4 
6-10 7 21.1 
11-15 3 9.2 
16-20 4 12.1 
21+ 5 15.2 
Total   33 100 
 
When court interpreting experience length was translated into number of hours spent every 
week interpreting, it was clear that the overwhelming majority of interpreters, 20 (61%), 
interpret for five hours or more daily as clearly shown in Table 4.9, below: 
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Table 4.9 Time respondents spent in court interpreting 
 
Hours per week Number of respondents % 
-5 11 33.35 
6-10 11 33.35 
11-15 6 18.2 
16-20 1 3 
+21 3 9.1 
Not stated 1 3 
Total  33 100 
 
The purpose of recruiting participants in this group was twofold. Firstly, it was to elicit the 
participants’ views on the difficulties, real or perceived, involved in interpreting between a 
diglossic language (Arabic) and a non-diglossic one (English). Secondly, it was to compare 
the level of accuracy achieved by the same participants in translating the 10 taxonomy 
questions in the Questionnaire and interpreting them in the LIS. It was expected that the 
results would provide an insight into the respondents’ choices in interpreting the taxonomy 
questions in the LIS. 
 
4.3.2 Taxonomy group 
Recruiting subjects for the LIS proved more difficult than first anticipated, as response rate 
was low (20%). Unlike the instrument of Questionnaire, which allowed the respondents to 
do it privately and at their own pace, LIS was stressful and obtrusive by its very nature due 
to three main reasons. First, it involved a spontaneous interpreting, which is demanding by 
nature due to the complex cognitive process, mental alertness and the memory load. 
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Second, it involved the interpreting of pre-recorded (48) courtroom questions, which are 
usually difficult to interpret due to their complex pragmatics. Third, the presence of the 
researcher, who is also a professional court interpreter, placed participants under close 
scrutiny whereby the exercise could be perceived as a test for their competence and 
interpreting skills. However, in order to secure the minimum of 20 participants, multiple 
participation was allowed. As a result, Sydney respondents, who participated in the 
Questionnaire group, were also invited to participate in the taxonomy group. Their 
demographic information was also collected, including their length of residence in 
Australia, education, formal interpreting qualifications, their general interpreting 
experience as well as courtroom interpreting experience and the frequency of their work in 
the courts. 
 
The profile information revealed that the gender ratio of the participants was close: 11 
(55%) were males, and nine (45%) females. They varied in age: Five (25%) were between 
36 and 45 years, 14 (70%) 46 years and over and one (5%) did not disclose their age.  
 
With varying levels of competence in English, all participants (100%) are native speakers 
of Arabic and from different dialectal backgrounds, as shown in the following table.  
 
Table 4.10 Participants’ native Arabic dialects  
 
Dialect  Number of respondents % 
Lebanese 8 40 
Egyptian 4 20 
Syrian  3 15 
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Iraqi 2 10 
Palestinian  2 10 
Not stated 1 5 
Total 20 100 
 
The above table illustrates the dominance of the Levantine dialects in general (65%) and 
the Lebanese dialect in particular (40%).  
 
As outlined in Table 4.11 below, all participants (100%) were residents; the majority had 
lived in Australia for considerable periods with a mean residence length of about 29 years. 
One subject did not reveal this information. 
 
Table 4.11 Participants’ length of residence in Australia 
Length in years Number of respondents % 
0-5  0 0 
6-10 1 5 
11-15 2 10 
16-20 3 15 
21+ 13 65.5 
Unstated 1 5 
Total  20 100 
 
he level of non-interpreting education of participants varied, as tabulated below: 
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Table 4.12 Participants’ non-interpreting educational qualifications 
Educational qualification Number of respondents % 
PhD 1 5 
Post graduate  12 60 
BA 5 25 
Secondary school certificate 1 5 
Not stated 1 5 
Total  20 100 
 
All subjects (except two) had formal interpreting qualifications, the lowest qualification 
was a TAFE certificate and the highest was an MA in translation and interpreting, as 
illustrated in Table 4.13, below: 
 
Table 4.13 Participants’ formal interpreting qualifications 
 
Educational qualification Number of respondents % 
MA 7 35 
BA 3 15 
Graduate Diploma 3 15 
Graduate Certificate 1 5 
TAFE Advanced Diploma 4 20 
TAFE Certificate 1 5 
Unstated 1 5 
Total  20 100 
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The majority of participants have significant lengths of interpreting experience, as shown 
in Table 4.14, below. 
 
Table 4.14 Respondents’ court interpreting experience  
 
Length in years Number of respondents % 
-5 4 20% 
6-10 2 10% 
11-15 2 10% 
16-20 5 25% 
+21 6 30% 
Not stated 1 5% 
Total 20 100 
 
The frequency of working as court interpreters varied. All participants were practising 
professionals who engaged regularly in court interpreting, and worked between five and 21 
hours or more a week. The breakdown of this is tabulated below.  
 
Table 4.15 Time respondents spent in court interpreting 
 
Hours per week Number of respondents % 
-5 5 25 
6-10 6 30 
11-15 5 25 
16-20 2 10 
+21 1 5 
Not stated 1 5 
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Total  20 100 
 
4.4 Collection of data  
The research data were gathered in accordance with the stipulations of the Human 
Research Ethics Committee of the then University of Western Sydney (Western Sydney 
University). Two different procedures were followed to gather the research data from 
participants in the two instruments. These procedures are outlined below. 
 
4.4.1 Questionnaire data collection  
The subjects in this group were recruited before the taxonomy group, and were initially 
contacted by email (Appendix 3) with three documents attached, including a Participant 
Information Sheet (Appendix 4), a Consent Form (Appendix 5), and the Questionnaire 
(Appendix 2). As outlined in the Participant Information Sheet and reiterated in the email, 
the anonymity of participants was guaranteed. Participants were also informed that only 
the researcher and the members of the supervisory panel would have access to their 
personal data. Such undertaking, therefore, necessitated that their names would not be 
mentioned in the thesis. 
 
In order to accelerate the process of completing and returning the instrument, the 
Questionnaire was made in MS Word format and administered by email to all participants, 
who were asked to return it electronically. As requested, the majority of subjects, 25 
(76%), returned their completed Questionnaires by the agreed date. However, eight 
subjects were unable to do so for various reasons including having no Arabic-enabled 
Chapter 4  Accuracy of Court Interpreting  
127 
Windows systems. In order to secure the participation of these eight subjects, copies of 
paper Questionnaires were then posted together with pre-stamped and self-addressed 
envelopes for their return. Although some of the respondents took longer than others to 
return the completed Questionnaire, 33 surveys were retuned. 
 
4.4.2 Taxonomy data collection  
Prior to discussing the method of collecting the taxonomy data set, which comprises of the 
lawyers’ turns (questions) devoid of those of the witnesses (answers), it is imperative to 
explain why it is still worthwhile to only analyse the interpretation of questions. This is 
explained  below: 
1. According to Schegloff and Sacks (1973, p. 289), questions and answers are constituents 
of a unit of conversation they call “adjacency pair”. Based on this sequence of turn-taking, 
it is the second utterance (i.e., the answer), which is functionally dependent on the first 
(question). The lawyer’s intention, in most cases, can be fully understood without  
witnesses’ answers. 
2. It is the lawyer’ questions that set the tone, register and even the content of answers 
(O’Barr, 1982; Hale & Gibbons, 1999); 
3. As responsive turns, the witness’ answers are typically ad hoc and spontaneous as 
opposed to the lawyer’ questions, which are often predetermined and used with precision 
to achieve agendas; and 
4. As trained professionals, lawyers use language purposefully through a strategic 
utilization of a variety of question types, variation of tone and modulation of voice, which 
mostly lacked in the witnesses’ answers. 
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The preparation of the taxonomy questions involved recruiting a native speaker of English, 
a final year law student, who read the questions as if in a courtroom, in the presence of the 
researcher. The verbal delivery of the questions was recorded on a digital audio-recorder. 
The researcher played the pre-taped questions to the participants during LIS for them to 
interpret. 
 
In contrast to the participation in the Questionnaire, which allowed respondents to choose 
how, where and when to complete it, participation in the taxonomy group required that 
participants meet individually with the researcher to perform a spontaneous interpretation 
in his presence. To facilitate this, each participant was initially contacted by email, and 
then by telephone to discuss the date and place of meeting. To enhance the authenticity of 
a real courtroom setting four measures were taken. First, most of the interpreting sessions 
were conducted at various courthouses, albeit not in the courtroom, e.g. in a conference 
room. Second, they were asked to interpret in their usual way as if they were interpreting in 
a real courtroom situation, e.g. they were allowed to take down notes and have the question 
repeated.  Third, as is the norm in courtroom interpreting, interpreters were not briefed of 
the nature of the case, or the questions that would be interpreted. Interpreters would first 
listen to the question played, and then they would render each English question into 
Arabic. Both the English questions and their Arabic renditions were recorded digitally. 
Fourth, interpreters were placed under some pressure due to the presence of the researcher, 
who is also a professional Arabic interpreter and capable of scrutinising participants’ 
performance. Most likely this measure could have influenced participants’ performance by 
urging them to perform to the best of their ability and skills, which ultimately may have 
impacted the results of the present study.   
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4.5 Method of analysis of data  
The present research focused on interpreting courtroom questions from English into Arabic 
only. It used prosodic and discourse analyses in assessing the accuracy of the interpretation 
of courtroom questions, which is a ground-breaking approach not used before to the 
researcher’s knowledge, apart from brief and few references to prosody in Hale’s (2004) 
book. Prosodic analysis made it possible to both infer the pragmatic meaning in the source 
questions and assess the accuracy of the Arabic interpretations in conveying that meaning. 
The theoretical notions and concepts discussed in Chapter 2 underpinned the analysis of 
data obtained through the empirical component of the taxonomy and the Questionnaire 
instruments. 
 
Arabic interpretations were subjected to a criteria-based assessment of accuracy with 
reference to the theories of (1) the conversational implicature and the cooperative 
principle, (2) direct speech act and (3) indirect speech act. Based on (1), the renditions 
were assessed to determine whether they delivered the implicit meaning of the source 
questions resulting from flouting of the conversational maxims. Drawing on (2), these 
renditions were examined for their success in delivering the illocutionary force of the 
English leading questions. In the light of (3), Arabic versions were evaluated for their 
success in conveying the indirectness of the English modal interrogatives. 
 
Data analysis has necessitated a meticulous transcription of the collected data. For this 
purpose, a hybrid transcription system, based on a number of conventions proposed in the 
literature (e.g. Du Bois, 1991), was adapted to suit the present study. The hybrid model 
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was designed to represent exclusively the prosodic features of the verbalisation of the 
courtroom questions in English, and that of the interpretations of these questions in Arabic. 
Features such as intonation, emphasis and loudness were illustrated by a set of symbols 
such as capital letters for loudness and underline for stress. Accordingly, it was used for 
both approaches of analysis adopted in the present study, namely the discourse and the 
prosodic analyses. The questions and their Arabic renditions were divided according to 
their occurrences in both types of evidence. In other words, the Arabic interpretations of 
the cross-examination questions were analysed separately from the renditions of questions 
asked in examination-in-chief. However, the interpretations of the cross-examination 
questions were analysed first before those of the examination-in-chief because the cross-
examination contained the most problematic question types. The rationale behind this 
approach was to indicate that the data of this study was not derived from or based on live 
transcripts of real courtroom interrogations. This implies that the taxonomy questions 
lacked, to an extent, the logical, chronological and contextual link between the questions 
asked in the two types of examination. Also, the taxonomy questions in each examination 
did not strictly occur in a chronological order, as most of them were isolated from their 
extra-court events and not contextually situated as those asked in real courtroom context. 
As such, analysing the cross-examination questions first had no effect on the analysis, the 
assessment of accuracy or the outcome of the assessment.  
 
Questions in both examination types were tallied, and the question types quantified in each 
language and percentages calculated. The interpretation of the taxonomy questions by 
participating Arabic interpreters were subjected to a pragmatic accuracy analysis that took 
into account the pragmatic, linguistic and discursive aspects of the source questions. As 
explicated in Chapter 1 (Section 1.5), Arabic interpretations were deemed accurate only if 
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they delivered successfully the pragmatic meaning of the source questions and PMs 
including register. The same analytical approach, minus the prosodic delivery, was also 
applied to the translation of the 10 questions in the Questionnaire. Respondents’ 
translations of the 10 taxonomy questions were compared to their oral renditions to see if 
there were any accuracy-related differences between the two performances, and to 
determine if they were caused by the difference in mode of discourse, i.e. written vs. oral 
rendition. 
 
4.6 Summary 
This Chapter described the research design, content, development, and application. It 
outlined the research questions, the instruments, participants, data collection and analysis. 
It also described the two groups of participants and respondents, namely the Questionnaire 
and the Taxonomy groups, and the method used to recruit them in the research project. 
Finally, it outlined the method used in collecting and analysing the research data. 
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Chapter 5. Analysis of the Arabic interpretation of 
taxonomy questions 
5.1 Introduction 
This Chapter aims to examine participants’ performances in achieving a pragmatic 
equivalence in Arabic of the taxonomy questions in both examination types through a 
critical analysis of these renditions. The Chapter is divided into two broad Sections: 
Quantitative and Qualitative. In the Quantitative Section participants’ Arabic 
interpretations of the taxonomy questions in both examinations is critically analysed and 
results discussed. The analysis is conducted in light of the three speech theories discussed 
in the previous Chapters, including the cooperative principle and conversational 
implicature, speech act theory, and indirect speech act theory. In the Quantitative Section, 
statistical data of different question types in the taxonomy and their renditions into Arabic 
is presented. This is illustrated by tables showing numbers and percentages of each 
interpreted question type (e.g. declarative with tag) and its sub-type (e.g. checking question 
tag). These tables show the accurate and inaccurate Arabic renditions, and the number and 
percentage of each question type and subtype. Arabic versions across question types are  
subjected to an accuracy-based analysis and the results tabulated. 
 
Section Two comprises the analytic discussion and assessment of the Arabic renditions 
according to the examination type in which they occurred. In each examination type, the 
interpretation of leading and non-leading questions is discussed separately. For ease and 
quick reference, the Arabic interpretation of each leading question type or subtype is 
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discussed in isolation of the interpretation of other types. Also, only the interpretation of 
the problematic question types, such as CPPTQs, is discussed. Therefore, the interpretation 
of wh-interrogatives and simple statements is not investigated due to their 100% accurate 
renditions. For size considerations, only one example from the misinterpretation of each 
question type or subtype is analysed. 
 
Section One: Quantitative analysis 
5.2 The question types interpreted and analysed 
Although in the real courtroom process, examination-in-chief precedes cross-examination, 
this study begins with an analysis of the interpretation of the cross-examination questions. 
That is because it is in line with the discussion method of the renditions of the most 
difficult questions first. Most of these difficult questions occur in cross-examination, 
starting with the renditions of CPPTQs questions, then followed by checking tags, prosodic 
questions, invariant tags, modal and polar interrogatives. There are seven questions types 
in cross-examination, including: 
 
 tag question  simple statement 
 prosodic question  polar interrogative 
 modal interrogative  wh-interrogative 
 “I put it to you” declarative 
 
The total number resulted in 34 questions (680 renditions).  
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In examination-in-chief, there are only four question types 
 simple statement  polar interrogative 
 modal interrogative  wh-interrogative 
The total number resulted in 14 questions (280 renditions). 
 
The study endeavours to closely follow the same order in which the questions occurred in 
Hale’s (2004) book in both examination types. However, when questions of the same topic 
are not in sequence they are grouped in a logical or a chronological order. Tables 5.1 and 
5.2 below show how the taxonomy questions that occurred in both types of examination, 
their sequence and quantity together with the number of interpretations of each question 
type or subtype. 
 
Table 5.1 Taxonomy of question types used in cross-examination  
No. Question type Question number 
in the taxonomy 
Number 
of 
questions 
No. of Arabic  
Interpreters 
No. of 
Arabic 
renditions 
1 Checking tag 
question 
9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 
15, 16, 18, 20, 29 & 
31 
11 20 220 
2 Invariant tag question 1, 2, 3, 17 &  30 5 100 
3 Constant positive 
polarity tag 
4, 6, 7 & 8 4 80 
4 Polar interrogative 10, 21, 25 &  32 4 80 
5 Simple statement 5 1 20 
6 “I put it to you” 
declarative 
19 & 34 2 40 
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7 Prosodic question 22, 26, 27& 33 4 80 
8 Wh-interrogative 24 & 28 2 40 
9 Modal interrogative 23 1 20 
 Total 34 34 20 680 
 
Table 5.2 Taxonomy of question types used in examination-in-chief  
No. Question type Question 
number in 
taxonomy 
Number of 
questions 
No. of  
Arabic 
interpreters 
No. of 
Arabic 
rendition 
1 Modal interrogative 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 
8 & 11 
9 20 180 
2 Wh-interrogative 12 & 13 2 40 
3 Polar interrogative 10 & 14 2 40 
4 Simple statement 9 1 20 
Total 14 14 20 280 
 
The two Tables above illustrate the order of questions in both examinations as they 
occurred in Hale’s (2004) book. The sequence of most of the questions reflects their 
original order, with only a few exceptions where the sequence has been changed as 
necessitated by the need to provide a logical and/or chronological sequence. For example, 
the sequence of modal interrogatives in examination-in-chief (Table 5.2) illustrates an ideal 
order that is both logical and chronological as it occurred originally, whereas the checking 
tag questions sequence reflects a less ideal order, with polar interrogatives the least ideal.  
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Table 5.3 Profile of the question types used in both examination types 
No. Taxonomy questions Cross-examination Examination-in-chief 
Question 
type/subtype 
No. &% of 
questions 
No. & % of  
renditions 
No. & % of 
questions 
No. & % of  
renditions 
1 Checking tag  
questions 
11(32.36%) 220 (32.36%) - - 
2 Invariant tag questions 5 (14.72%) 100 (14.72%) - - 
3 Constant positive 
polarity tag questions 
4 (11.76%) 80 (11.76%) - - 
4 Prosodic question 4 (11.76%) 80 (11.76%) - - 
5 Polar interrogative 4 (11.76%) 80 (11.76%) 2 (14.29%) 40 (14.29%) 
6 “I put it to you” 
declarative 
2 (5.88%) 40 (5.88%) - - 
7 Wh-interrogative 2 (5.88%) 40 (5.88%) 2 (14.29%) 40 (14.29%) 
8 Modal interrogatives 1 (2.94%) 20 (2.94%) 9 (64.29%) 180 (64.29%) 
9 Simple statement 1 (2.94%) 20 (2.94%) 1 (7.13%) 20 (7.13%) 
Total 34 (100%) 680 (100%) 14 (100%) 280 (100%) 
 
A quick glance at Table 5.3 above reveals that there is a wider variety of question types 
and hence more questions in cross-examination than in examination-in-chief. While the 
cross-examination questions have seven different question types (or nine with checking tag 
subtypes) totalling 34 questions and 680 renditions, the examination-in-chief questions 
have only four types, 14 questions and 280 renditions. Similarly, the cross-examination 
questions have a mix of leading and non-leading questions, whereas the examination-in-
chief questions have only non-leading questions, the same types used in the cross-
examination questions. Nevertheless, although they have the same form, non-leading 
questions function disaffiliatively in cross-examination because they state more than their 
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explicit meaning. For example, some polar questions are not used as information-seeking 
questions but as devices to ridicule the witness, as in question 32 (see Section, 5.6.2). 
Similarly, modal interrogatives are not used to make requests but commands. 
 
5.2.1  Arabic interpretation of cross-examination questions 
Although cross-examination has more leading questions, totalling 520 renditions, 
participants interpreted them accurately only 145 times (27.88%), which weighed down the 
overall accuracy rate to 40% despite the markedly high accuracy rate of 81.88% achieved 
in rendering the eight non-leading questions, as depicted in Table 5.4 below. 
 
Table 5.4 Interpretation of leading and non-leading questions in cross-examination 
Question type No. & % of 
questions 
No. & % of 
questions 
interpreted 
No. & % of questions 
interpreted 
accurately  
No. & % of 
questions 
interpreted 
inaccurately  
Leading questions 26 (76.47%) 520 (76.47%) 145 (27.88%) 375 (72.12%) 
Non-leading 
questions 
8 (23.53%) 160 (23.53%) 131 (81.88%) 29 (18.12%) 
  34 (100%) 680 (100%) 276 (40.59%) 404 (59.41%) 
 
According to the figures in Table 5.4 above, more than half of the original questions were 
misinterpreted. Participants’ handling of the different types of leading questions, 
nevertheless, varied as some types were interpreted more accurately than others, as shown 
in Table 5.5, below.  
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Table 5.5 Accurate interpretation of leading questions in cross-examination 
  Question  
Type 
No. of   
English 
question 
No. & % 
Arabic 
renditions 
No. &  % of Arabic 
renditions across all 
question types 
No. & % of accurate 
Arabic renditions  
per the same 
question type 
Accurate  Inaccurate Accurate In-
accurate 
Checking 
tag 
11 220 (42.31%) 17 (3.27%) 203 
(39.04%) 
17 (7.73%) 203 
(92.27%) 
Invariant 
tag 
5 100 (1923%) 77 (14.81%) 23 (4.42%) 77 (77%) 23 (23%) 
Prosodic 
question  
4 80 (15.38%) 38 (7.31%) 42 (8.08%) 38 (47.5%) 42 
(52.5%) 
“I put it to 
you” 
declarative 
2 40 (7.69%) 13 (2.5%) 27 (5.19%) 13 
(32.50%) 
27 
(67.50%) 
Constant 
positive 
polarity tag 
4 80 
(15.38%) 
0 (0%) 80 (15.38%) 0 (0%) 80 
(100%) 
  26 520 (100%) 145 
(27.88%) 
375 
(72.12%) 
145 375 
  
Participants’ performance oscillated in handling tag questions between zero accuracy in 
interpreting CPPTQs, and 77% accuracy in rendering invariant tags. In between, 
participants struggled with checking tags, where they misinterpreted 92.27%. The 
oscillation decreased in relation to the interpreting of other question types. This is obvious 
in the “I put it to you” clause, which was interpreted accurately 32.50% times compared to 
prosodic questions 52.50% times. It is interesting to note that the question types the 
participants achieved substantially low or zero accuracy are those types that have no 
matching structure in Arabic such as CPPTQs and checking tags. By contrast, the question 
types that were rendered at a high accuracy rate were those that have direct equivalents, 
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such as invariant tags and all types of interrogatives except modal interrogatives, which 
were rendered at a lower rate of accuracy. Participants, therefore, failed to match their 
solid performance in interpreting other interrogatives, as shown clearly in the following 
Table.  
 
Table 5.6 Accurate interpretation of non-leading questions in cross-examination 
Question type No. & % 
of 
English 
questions 
No. & % 
of Arabic 
renditions 
No.&  % of Arabic 
renditions across all 
question types 
No. & % of accurate 
Arabic renditions per the 
same question type 
Accurate  In-
accurate 
Accurate Inaccurate 
Polar 
interrogative  
4 (50%) 80 (50%) 63 
(21.50%) 
17 
(10.63%) 
63 (78.75%) 17 (21.25%) 
Simple statement 1 (12.5%) 20 (12.5%) 16 (10%) 4 (2.5%) 16 (80%) 4 (20%) 
Wh-interrogative 2 (25%) 40 (25%) 40 (25%) 0 (0%) 40 (100%) 0 (0%) 
Modal 
interrogative 
1 (12.5%) 20(12.5%) 12 (7.5%) 8 (5%) 12 (60%) 8 (40%) 
 8 (100%) 160 
(100%) 
131 
(81.88%) 
33 
(18.12%) 
33 (18.12%) 33 (18.12%) 
 
Although all four question types in Table 5.6 above have matching forms in Arabic, 
interpreters handled them with varying degrees of success. While achieving 100% 
accuracy in rendering wh-interrogatives, 80% in simple statements, and 78.75% in polar 
interrogatives, they only scored 60% in interpreting modal interrogatives. 
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It is noticeable, in the participants’ overall performance in interpreting cross-examination 
questions that the Arabic versions were less coercive than the English questions. Due to the 
non-inclusion of leading questions in examination-in-chief, participants performed 
distinctly better, as shown in the following Section. 
 
5.2.2  Arabic interpretations of examination-in-chief questions 
As outlined in Table 5.7 below, there are 14 questions (280 renditions) in examination-in-
chief - 13 (260 renditions= 92.86%) are interrogatives, and only one (20 renditions= 
7.14%) is a non-interrogative question, namely simple statement. Among interrogatives, 
modal interrogatives constituted the highest representation of nine questions (180 
renditions= 64.28%). Polar and wh-interrogatives come next with two questions (40 
renditions= 14.29%) each. 
 
Table 5.7 Interpretation of the question types used in examination-in-chief 
Question type No. & % of questions No. & % of  renditions 
Modal interrogative  9 (64.28%) 180 (64.28%) 
Polar interrogative 2 (14.29%) 40 (14.29%) 
Wh-interrogative 2 (14.29%) 40 (14.29%) 
Simple statement  1 (7.14%) 20 (7.14%) 
 14 (100%) 280 (100%) 
 
The participants found modal questions challenging to interpret accurately as demonstrated 
by the figures in Table 5.8 below. 
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Table 5.8 Accurate Arabic renditions of the examination-in-chief questions 
Question 
type 
No. of   
English 
question 
No. & % 
Arabic 
renditions 
No. &  % of Arabic 
renditions across all 
question types 
No. & % of accurate 
Arabic renditions  per 
the same question 
type 
Accurate  In- 
Accurate 
Accurate Inaccurate 
Modal 
interrogative 
9 180 (64.29%) 115 (41.07%) 65 
(23.21%) 
115 
(63.88%) 
65 (36.12%) 
Polar 
interrogative 
2 40 (14.29%) 37 (13.21%) 3 (1.07%) 37 
(92.50%) 
3 (7.50%) 
Wh-
interrogative 
2 40 (14.29%) 40 (13.21%) 0 (0%) 40 (100%) 0 (0%) 
Simple 
statement 
1 20 (7.14%) 20 (7.14%) 0 (0%) 20 (100%) 0 (0%) 
 Total 14 280 (100%) 212 (75.71%) 68 
(24.29%) 
212 68 
  
When the results in Table 5.8 above are compared to those in Table 5.5 it becomes clear 
that interpreters achieved 81.88% accuracy in rendering non-leading questions in cross-
examination and only 75.71% in examination-in-chief. The reason for this is due mainly to 
the participants’ under performance in rendering modal questions, which weights down the 
overall accuracy rate of the interpretation of examination-in-chief questions. In the 
following Section samples of the participants’ Arabic renditions of the English questions in 
cross-examination and then in examination-in-chief will be analysed. 
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Section Two: Qualitative analysis 
5.3 Interpretation of leading questions in cross-examination 
Leading questions are more coercive due to their pragmatic properties, including 
conduciveness (Hudson, 1975), which clearly contributed to the difficulty the participants 
experienced in interpreting them. In the following Section, samples of the participants’ 
misinterpretations of these questions will be examined. 
 
5.3.1 Interpretation of constant positive polarity tag questions (CPPTQs) 
The results show that CPPTQs were both more difficult and confusing for the participants. 
The participants paid no attention to the suprasegmentals used by the questioner, 
particularly the tone, which was the main clue available to infer the meaning intended. 
Since the four questions were used discontextually in the data, their prosodic delivery by 
the questioner would be relied upon to decide what attitudes were communicated. 
Participants’ prosodic delivery would also be examined to assess whether these attitudes 
were conveyed correctly in the target language. However, a minimalist approach would be 
adopted to prosody analysis by considering only certain features such as intonation, stress, 
prolongation, and loudness - the features that underpin the attitudinal uses of CPPTQs 
(Kimps, 2007). Based on the prosodic delivery of CPPTQ questions in the data, three 
different tones used by the questioner were distinguished to represent three attitudes of 
probing (Q4), sarcasm (Q6 & Q7), and surprise (Q8) as discussed in Chapter 3 (Section, 
3.6.1). However, interpreters failed to convey any of the three attitudes in their renditions, 
since they understood CPPTQs as genuine questions seeking verification, which explains 
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why they converted the majority of these questions into invariant tag questions, and, to a 
lesser degree, interrogatives, as tabulated below. 
 
Table 5.9 Interpretation of CPPTQs in cross-examination 
No. Question type  No. & % of inaccurate  renditions 
1 Invariant tag question  52 (65%) 
2 Polar interrogative 11 (13.75%) 
3 Polar interrogative + polar tag 8 (10%) 
4 Declarative + polar tag 4 (5%) 
5 Declarative +imperative + polar tag + polar tag 1 (1.25%) 
6 Polar interrogative + invariant tag 1 (1.25%) 
7 Negative polar interrogative + polar tag 1 (1.25%) 
8 Polar interrogative + invariant tag + polar tag 1 (1.25%) 
9 Negative polar interrogative + invariant tag 1 (1.25%) 
Total 80 (100%) 
  
As Table 5.9 above shows, participants used nine different question types, some of which 
were standard question types such as (1) & (2), while others are non-standard structures 
compounding two or more question types (3-8). Needless to say that none of the eight 
strategies in the above table was successful in producing pragmatic equivalence as in the 
following example from the data. 
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(a) CPPTQs interpreted as invariant tag questions  
Example 1 (Q7): You’d see:n it\ befo:re, had/ you?  
AI: حيحص اذه له ؟كيه لبق تنا اهتف ش هآ\؟  
BT: (Uh, you saw it before, is this correct/?) 
 
Based on the prosodic configuration, the source question expresses the questioner’s 
sarcasm (refer to Chapter 3, Section 3.6.1 for the prosodic analysis of this question). The 
questioner is expressing a sarcastic attitude by repeating part of what the witness had said 
previously. From listening to the participant’s rendition, it appears that tone was not 
identified, which resulted in a misinterpretation. Hale (2004) notes that converting 
CPPTQs into invariant tag questions amounts to an inaccurate rendition. In the data of this 
research, the reason for this inaccuracy is that the implicature (sarcastic attitude) is missing 
in the rendition. The Arabic version merely states what the questioner understands to be 
the truth and asks the witness to ratify this understanding as reflected by the rising final 
tone in the tag. As demonstrated in Chapter 3 (Section 3.6.1), illocutionary force of 
CPPTQs can be maintained in Arabic by the use of a declarative sentence fronted by the 
pragmatic marker, e.g. اللهو (Really), aided by appropriate prosodic markers. In relation to 
register, the semi-informal register of the source question, which is obvious in the use of 
the abbreviated form “You’d”, has been maintained to a degree in the Arabic version, 
although the use of the formal article له (is) in the tag created a linguistic incongruity 
between the informal speech style of the host clause and the formal style of the closing tag. 
The source question’s register, but not the illocutionary force, would have been maintained 
more accurately had the variety-neutral tag حص/حيحص  (correct) been used instead. 
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 (b) CPPTQs interpreted as polar interrogatives 
Example 2 (Q6) You me:t him\ by a:ccident, did you/? 
AI:   ؟ةفدصلاب وتلباق تنأ له-؟ةفدصلا قيرط نع  
BT: (Did you meet him accidentally? -by accident?) 
 
In the source question above, the questioner is ridiculing the witness and casting doubt on 
their previous answer. This sarcastic attitude was expressed prosodically as described in 
Chapter 3 (3.6.1). Interpreting CPPTQs as polar interrogatives is a serious 
misinterpretation due to the significant alteration of the source question’s intended 
meaning. Since the Arabic version seeks only yes/no answer, it does not enable the 
questioner to either communicate the evidence or express the sarcasm implied in the source 
question. The same coping strategy suggested for interpreting the previous question 
(Example 2) is appropriate for rendering the above question, as demonstrated in Chapter 3. 
The question in the target language is a mix of formal and informal styles due to the use of 
the formal interrogative marker له (did) and the informal expression وتلباق (you met him).  
A more linguistically congruent choice will be the use of the dialectal-neutral variant هتلباق  
(you met him) with or without the interrogative maker.           
 
(c) CPPTQs interpreted as declarative + imperative + polar tag+ polar tag 
Example 5 (Q4): Right. You had previously\ told he::r not to SPEAK to  
 people she didn’t know\, had/ you 
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 AI:  سلأاب تنا- نفرعتب ام سان عم يكحتام لاتلق لبق نم تنا .لوق .تلمع     
 كيه\اتلأس ؟كيه\ ؟  
BT: (You basi -you told her before not to talk to people she didn’t know. Speak up. 
Did you do this? Did you question her that?) 
 
The source question above functions as a probing device, exposing weaknesses in the 
foundation of the witness’ testimony. As validated in Chapter 3, probing is expressed in 
the above example by a combination of prosodic cues such as the rising intonation, stress, 
vowel prolongation and loudness (refer to Section, 3.6.1 for detailed prosodic analysis). 
Such prosodic configuration signifies the lawyer’s aggressive approach when probing into 
the witness’ testimony by repeating part of what the witness had previously said in order to 
discredit it. In addition to the false start -abandoning the word “basically” half way 
through- the interpreter used a declarative appended by three tags, representing two 
different question types: “Speak up” (imperative), “Did you do this?” and “Did you 
question her that?” (both polar questions). The participant’s effort to deliver the force of 
the original question is evident, but they were unable to find an economical and pragmatic 
way to convey this meaning. Another example of inaccuracy with this rendition is that the 
declarative was said as a simple statement void of any marked intonation. This presents the 
proposition as if it contains given facts that warrants no checking into its truthfulness, 
which is not the case. The weak illocutionary force of the target question was not 
strengthened by the appended tags because the first polar interrogative tag in the target 
question neutralized the illocutionary force of the declarative and the imperative by 
seeking an unbiased response (yes/no). The absence of the interaction between the 
incongruent segments of the Arabic question contributed to the rendition’s failure to 
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produce pragmatic equivalence. The interpreter opted for the colloquial variant نفرعتب 
/bti’rofon/ instead of the more appropriate, dialect-neutral ESA  cognate  مهفرعتب 
/bti’rofhom/. Furthermore, the combination of the ESA لأس (ask) and the colloquial كيه 
(this) is unidiomatic colloquially, which renders the tag unintelligible and adds to the 
confusion and overall inaccuracy of the rendition. Again, as demonstrated in Chapter 3 
(Section, 3.6), a pragmatic equivalence can be generated by the use of a structure 
incorporating a pragmatic marker fronting a declarative used in tandem with appropriate 
prosodic boosters. 
 
As a quick reference and for the reader’s convenience, samples of misinterpretations of 
CPPTQs are tabulated below along with the source questions, and their functions in the 
source and target languages. 
 
Table 5.10 Samples of inaccurate renditions of CPPTQs 
Taxonomy question Arabic rendition 
English 
question 
Function Arabic rendition  Question type and 
function   
(Q 4) Right. 
You had 
previously\ 
told he::r 
not to 
SPEAK to 
people she 
didn’t 
know\, had/ 
you? 
- Probes into the 
witness’ evidence to 
discredit it.  
- Implicates the 
witness’ untruthfulness 
  سلأاب تنإ- ّلاتلق لبق نم تنإ
نفرعتب ام سان عم يكحت ام .
لق، يشلاه تلمع\ اتلأس ؟
كيه\؟  
Back translation: (You 
basi -you told her 
before not to talk to 
people she didn’t 
know. Speak up. Did 
you do this? Did you 
question her that?) 
Simple statement + 
tags. 
- Attitude-neutral, 
asks for information in 
form of  unbiased 
response of yes/no 
(Q 6) You - Expresses sarcasm by  وتلباق تنأ له؟ةفدصلاب- نع Attitude-neutral, asks 
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me:t him\ 
by 
a:ccident, 
did/ you? 
repeating part of the 
witness’ last answer 
the lawyer does not 
believe. 
ةفدصلا قيرط؟  
(Did you meet him 
accidently? -by 
accident?) 
for information in 
form of  unbiased 
response of yes/no 
(Q 7) 
You’d 
see:n it\ 
befo:re, 
had/ you?  
- Expresses sarcasm by 
repeating the 
contentious part of the 
witness’ last answer. 
 اذه له ؟كيه لبق تنا اهتف ش هآ
حيحص\؟  
(Uh, you saw it before, 
is this correct/?) 
Proposes a claim and 
genuinely asks for 
ratification of its 
truthfulness 
 
As Table 5.10 above shows, when source questions are converted into different question 
types in Arabic, the force and function change as a result, which is likely to have a 
different effect on the witness and probably generate a wrong response. 
 
5.3.2 Interpretation of checking tag questions  
There were 11 checking tag questions (i.e. 220 renditions); the majority (32.36%) 
comprised of cross-examination questions. The results confirm that participants rendered 
this question type less accurately than other types of questions, with the exception of 
CPPTQs. Although checking tags were converted into six different question types (and 
subtypes), only one strategy was deemed appropriate, namely converting checking tags 
into invariant tag questions with expanded tags as outlined in Table 5.11, below. 
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Table 5.11 Interpretation of checking tag questions in cross-examination 
No. Question type to which checking 
tags were converted 
No. & % of accurate 
renditions 
No. & % of 
inaccurate renditions 
 
1 Invariant tag question (with 
expanded tag) 
17 (7.7%) 0 (0%) 
2 Invariant tag question (with 
reduced tag) 
0 (0%) 159 (72.25%) 
3 Simple statement 0 (0%) 33 (15%) 
4 Polar interrogative (with/out tags) 0 (0%) 8 (3.7%) 
5 Polar interrogative + négative polar 
interrogative + polar interrogative 
0 (0%) 2 (.9%) 
 
6 Modal  interrogative 0 (0%) 1 (.45%) 
 
Total   17 (7.7%) 203 (92.3%) 
 
 
Converting checking tags into non-leading question types such as simple statements (3) 
and interrogatives (4 & 5) deemed inaccurate mainly because the Arabic versions were not 
coercive due to their non-conduciveness. Similarly, converting checking tags into typical 
invariant tag questions (i.e., with reduced tags) was the most preferred strategy, accounting 
for 159 (72.25%) renditions. They were rendered equally inaccurately. By contrast, 
interpreting checking tags as invariant tags with expanded tags, despite being the correct 
strategy, was the least favoured strategy, used in only 17 (7.7%) renditions. The 17 
renditions were all accurate for the reasons articulated and exemplified in Chapter 3 
(3.6.3). It could be surmised, however, that expanded tags are more coercive than reduced 
tags due to the emphasis they add to the tag. When they are aided with appropriate 
prosodic features, they can produce pragmatic equivalents for checking tags. In the 
following Section, only one example from the misinterpretations of each question type, 
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outlined in Table 5.11 above, will be discussed. Since checking tag questions were 
converted into typical polar questions and polar questions with tags, one example from the 
inaccurate renditions of each type will be analysed.  
 
(a) Checking tag questions interpreted as invariant tag questions with reduced  
tags 
Example 6 (Q29): See, your wife was trying to keep you away from, from 
defendant, wasn’t she? From you, I I withdraw that, your wife was trying to stop 
you from doing something to the defendant, wasn’t she\? 
 AI:   طوبظم شم،هيلع ىعدملل ةجاح لمعت كنإ كعنمت لواحتب تناك كتجوز هآ\؟  
BT: (Uh your wife was trying to prevent you from doing something to the 
defendant, isn’t that right/?) 
 
In the source question, the lawyer makes a stronger assumption in the declarative about the 
witness’ guilty intention of harming the defendant. The falling intonation of the closing tag 
presents an assumption as a fact for the witness to accept. This assumption is further 
asserted by the initial PM see, which is used as an assertive device seeking an answer that 
suits the lawyer’s purpose (Hale, 2004). By contrast, the lawyer in the Arabic rendition 
was made to present a weaker assumption in the declarative, and to doubt its truth as 
indicated by the rising intonation that seeks verification, which presents the question as a 
genuine question. The target question’s impact was further weakened by the omission of 
the PM. The omission also deprived the witness of knowing this extra pragmatic cue, 
which can be delivered in the target language by the use of the Arabic PM ةقيقحلا يف  (in 
Chapter 5  Accuracy of Court Interpreting  
151 
 
fact) voiced emphatically. As demonstrated in Chapter 3 (Section, 3.6.3), checking tags are 
translatable when the expanded invariant tag questions are used, aided by the appropriate 
suprasegmentals. In relation to the register, apart from the Egyptian colloquial word ةجاح 
(something), the interpreter was able to maintain the broad semi-informal style of the 
source question as illustrated by, for instance, the abbreviated form of the tag “wasn’t she”. 
 
 (b) Checking tag questions interpreted as simple statement 
Example7: (Q9) You remember what you said on the day of the interview, 
don’t you\?   
AI: خ هتلق ام ركذتتب تنإ-ةلباقملا موي  
BT: (You remember what you said du- on the day of the interview) 
 
In the above example, the source question’s assumption in the declarative (the witness 
does remember) is enforced by the tag and passed on as a given fact by the falling 
intonation. This is missing from the Arabic version. Furthermore, the Arabic version 
presents the question’s proposition as a reiteration of already given information exerting no 
coercion on the witness to agree. As explained in Chapter 3, pragmatic equivalence can be 
produced by the use of an invariant tag question with an expanded tag. 
 
(c) Checking tag questions interpreted as polar interrogatives 
Example 8 (Q15) Well, you remember the roundabout, don’t you\? 
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AI:  آآ ةرئاد آآ ركذتت له ، انسح- "توابأ دنوار"؟  
BT: (Good, do you remember uh uh circle uh uh -“roundabout”?) 
 
Changing checking tag questions into polar interrogatives, as in Example 8 above, is a 
serious misinterpretation because it significantly alters the pragmatics of the former. The 
statement in the checking tag allows lawyers to dictate the evidence, while the tag allows 
them to challenge the witness to deny (Berk-Seligson, 1999). In the above example, the 
lawyer puts words in the witness’ mouth by assuming that the witness knows “the 
roundabout”, and with a falling intonation in the tag coerces them into accepting this 
assumption. Since the PM well is negatively conducive and used in cross-examination to 
initiate disagreement, it indicates dissatisfaction with the answer supplied to a previous 
question. The answer the lawyer is expecting is “yes, I do”. The interpreter’s apparent 
difficulty with the above question is indicated by the hesitation and the non-rendition of 
the English word “roundabout”. The Arabic version altered the intended meaning of the 
English question and weakened its illocutionary force. It changed the lawyer’s intention by 
merely asking whether or not the witness knew the roundabout, and therefore it expected a 
yes/no answer. Consequently, it prevented the witness from inferring the lawyer’s 
assumption and responding appropriately. The Arabic marker   انسح (good) is not equivalent 
of the source marker in terms of meaning and register, as it is non-coercive and hyper-
formal. It does not deliver the pragmatic meaning of the source PM, such as inviting an 
argument or expressing dissatisfaction. The interpreter used Gile’s (1995) “instant 
naturalisation” coping strategy by borrowing the English term “roundabout” after 
incorrectly rendering it as “circle”.  
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(d)  Checking tag questions interpreted as polar interrogatives + polar tags  
Example 9 (Q13) You say -you’re making this all up, aren’t you\? 
 AI:  لوقتب مع كيه ؟ملاكلا اداه لك لعتفت مع تنإ وّنإ لوقتب مع تنإ له\؟  
BT: (Are you sayin’ that you’re devising all this story? Is this what you’re sayin’?) 
 
(e) Checking tag questions interpreted as polar interrogatives + negative polar 
interrogatives + polar tags + polar tags 
Example 10 (Q13):  You say -you’re making this all up, aren’t you\? 
AI: يّشلا اذه تعدتبا وأ تّفلأ  تنإ وّنإ فرتعتب وأ لوقتب  ب  كترضح\ نلآا ولوقتب يللا اذه شِم شِم  ؟
انل\هيف فرتعتب ؟\معن  ؟\ ؟  
BT: (Sir, do, do you say or admit that you made up or contrived this? Isn’t isn’t this 
what you tell us now? Do you admit? Yes/?) 
 
Converting checking tags into polar interrogatives even when they are appended by 
multiple tags is unacceptable because it is an interference in the pragmatics of the source 
questions. Accordingly, both renditions are inaccurate for the same reasons given for the 
previous renditions (see Example 8). It seemed that participants misunderstood the initial 
clause “you say” in the source question to be part of the question, and not as a false start 
that was abandoned by the lawyer, who then reformulated the question. What added to the 
incoherence of the above interpretation is the mismatch in the rendition (Example 9) where 
the verb لعتفت (devising) was used with the noun ملاكلا (story). The two words do not usually 
collocate in Arabic, so bundling them together is unidiomatic. The multiple tags in 
Chapter 5  Accuracy of Court Interpreting  
154 
 
Example 10 enforced the primary function of the polar question: asking for unbiased 
answer. The negative polar tag “Isn’t isn’t this...,etc.?” (Example 10) is always conducive, 
and also failed to preserve the source question’s force because of the breakdown of the 
interaction between the first (positive) polar question “do you say or admit that...?” and the 
second (negative polar) tag “Isn’t isn’t this what you tell us now?”. Maintaining this 
interaction is crucial in order to realise the illocutionary force of questions with tags (Berk-
Seligson, 1999). Register-wise, the Arabic version’s register (Example 9) is more informal 
than the source question’s due to the over-use of the stigmatised (Lebanese) colloquialism, 
i.e., مع (denoting continuous mode “ing”). This is likely to cause comprehension issues to 
the witnesses speaking different dialects. 
 
(f) Checking tag question interpreted as modal interrogative 
Example 11 (Q16): You couldn’t see any handle, can you\? 
 AI: ّايأ فوشت كيف :::؟ةكسم  
BT: (Can you see an:::y handle?) 
 
It seems that the original question was (mis)understood by the interpreter as a modal 
interrogative due to the lawyer’s erroneous use of the tag “can you?”, hence the use of 
modal auxiliary كيف (can/could), used exclusively in the Lebanese dialect. The 
misinterpretation is serious because modal interrogatives are always non-coercive due to 
their function as requests and open-ended questions, yielding narrative responses. The 
English question is coercive, controlling, and argumentative as it assumes in the statement 
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that the witness “couldn’t see any handle”. The falling intonation on the closing tag of the 
source question challenges the witness to disagree and confirm the statement. 
By contrast, the Arabic version makes a vague and contextually nonsensical request. The 
pragmatic equivalence can be delivered via an invariant tag question with an expanded tag 
supported by correct suprasegmentals, as demonstrated in Chapter 3. The Arabic version 
maintained the informal register of the English question, although the Lebanese 
colloquialism كيف (can/could) is expected to cause comprehension difficulty for witnesses 
unfamiliar with this Arabic variety. 
 
When contrasting the functions of the source questions with their Arabic versions, it 
became clear that overall the source questions performed more coercive functions than 
those performed by the target questions. 
 
Samples of misinterpretations of checking tag questions are tabulated in Table 5.12 below 
with the original questions, and their functions in the source and target languages 
described. 
 
Table 5.12 Samples of inaccurate renditions of checking tag questions 
Taxonomy questions Arabic renditions 
English 
question 
Function Arabic rendition Question type and function 
(Q 29)See, 
your wife 
was trying 
- Makes strong 
hostile assumption 
(on  witness’ 
  لواحتب تناك كتجوز هآ
 ةجاح لمعت كنإ كعنمت
 شم ،هيلع ىعدمللطوبظم 
Invariant tag. 
- proposes a claim & 
genuinely asks for ratification 
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to stop you 
from doing 
something 
to the 
defendant, 
wasn’t 
she\? 
conduct); coerces 
witness to agree 
with this 
assumption (due to 
falling intonation) 
\؟  
(Uh your wife was 
trying to prevent you 
from doing 
something to the 
defendant, isn’t that 
right/?) 
of its truthfulness 
(Q 9)You 
remember 
what you 
said on the 
day of the 
interview, 
don’t you\?   
- Makes strong 
assumption 
(witness does 
“remember”); 
coerces witness to 
accept this 
assumption as a 
fact. 
خ هتلق ام ركذتتب تنإ- موي
ةلباقملا 
(You remember 
what you said du- on 
the day of the 
interview) 
Question type: simple 
statement  
Functions:  
 - assumption-neutral, states 
assumption as a given fact 
that will be readily agreed by 
the witness 
(Q 15) 
Well, you 
remember 
the 
roundabout, 
don’t you\? 
- Makes strong 
assumption (the 
witness does 
“remember”); 
coerces witness to 
confirm this 
assumption as a 
fact. 
 آآ ةرئاد آآ ركذتت له ، انسح
- "توابأ دنوار"؟  
(Good, do you 
remember uh uh 
circle uh uh – 
“roundabout”?) 
Question type: Polar 
question. 
Functions:  
 -  assumption-neutral, asks 
for information in form of 
unbiased response of yes/no 
(Q 13) You 
say -you’re 
making this 
all up, 
aren’t you? 
- Makes strong & 
incriminating 
assumption about 
witness’ perjury, 
while coercing 
witness to agree 
with assumption. 
 تنإ ّونإ لوقتب مع تنإ له
 ؟ملاكلا اداه لك لعتفتمع
لوقتب مع كيه\؟  
(Are you saying that 
you’re committing 
all this story? Is this 
what you’re sayin? 
Question type: Polar 
question. 
Functions: 
- neutral -asks for information 
in form of unbiased yes/no 
response 
- string of tags renders 
question confusing and 
incongruent 
(Q 16)You 
couldn’t see 
any handle, 
can you\? 
- Makes strong 
assumption 
(witness could 
never see the 
handle) & coerces 
witness to agree, 
thanks to the 
falling intonation. 
 فوشت كيفّايأ  :::؟ةكسم  
(Can you see an:::y 
handle?) 
Question type: Modal 
question. 
Functions: 
 - as a modal question - 
expresses a polite request & 
seeks a narrative answer 
- as a polar question - 
neutrally asks for a yes/no 
response 
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5.3.3 Interpretation of “I put it to you that” declaratives  
There were two questions prefaced by “I put it to you” clause in the data (40 renditions), 
which were mostly misinterpreted (70.00%). As mentioned in Chapter 3 (Section 3.6.5), 
Arabic lacks a direct equivalent of this expression. Although participants used 12 strategies 
to interpret the English expressions, they succeeded in producing pragmatic equivalence 
only in three, as can be seen in Table 5.13 below. 
 
Table 5.13 Arabic expressions used in interpreting “I put it to you” clause 
No. Arabic 
expression 
English gloss No. & % of 
uses 
No. & % of 
accurate 
uses 
No. & % of 
inaccurate 
uses 
1 كلوقأ (with 
stress) 
I say to you (with 
stress) 
10 (22.5%) 10 (22.50%) 0 % 
2 كلوقأ  (without 
stress) 
I say to you 
(without stress) 
8 (20%) 0 % 8 (20%) 
3 كلوقأ+ 
invariant tag 
I say to you + 
invariant tag 
7 (17.5%) 0 % 7 (17.5%) 
4  هحرتقأ يِّلا What I suggest   7 (17.50%) 0 (0%) 7 (17.50%) 
5 كربخأ  (with 
stress) 
I tell you (with 
stress) 
1 (2.50%) 1 (2.50%) 0 (0%) 
6 هب كهجاوأ I confront you 
with it 
1 (2.50%) 0 (0%) 1 (2.50%) 
7 كل حضوأ I explain to you 1 (2.50%) 0 (0%) 1 (2.50%) 
8 كيلع هحرطأ I suggest to you 1 (2.50%) 1 (2.50%) 0 (0%) 
9  ومدقأب يِّلا What I present 1 (2.50%) 0 (0%) 1 (2.50%) 
10 كيلع تحرط ول If I propose to 
you 
1 (2.50%) 0 (0%) 1 (2.50%) 
11 هايإ ّكّلطحح I’m going to put it 1 (2.50%) 0 (0%) 1 (2.50%) 
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for you 
12 كمامأ وحرطب I put it before you 1 (2.50%) 0 (0%) 1 (2.50%) 
Total  40 12 (30.00%) 28 (70.00%) 
 
Based on the discussion in Chapter 3, only one third of the 12 strategies (30.00%) was 
assessed as accurate in rendering the English formula, namely كلوقأ  (I say to you) with its 
variant كربخأ (I tell you) and كيلع هحرطأ  (I suggest to you) when they are uttered 
emphatically. Of the three accurate expressions, “I say to you” (No. 1), and “I tell you” 
(No. 5), when voiced with a stress, are the most appropriate expressions to interpret “I put 
it to you” declarative.  As verified in Chapter 3 (Section, 3.6.5), the expression كيلع هحرطأ 
“I suggest to you” (No. 8), when stressed, was also deemed accurate. The remainder 
totalling 27 (67.50%) failed to generate pragmatic equivalence. In the next Section, 
examples of these misinterpretations starting with the declarative clause, i.e. كلوقا (I say to 
you) used without emphasis will be discussed. 
 
 (a) “I put it to you” clause interpreted as كلوقا  (I say to you) without a stress  
Example 12   (Q34): Now, I put it to you Mr Salim, that during the period of 6
th
 
March 1992, to 9
th
 July 1992, the defendant did make regular weekly payments of a 
hundred and forty dollars 
AI:  نينت زومت ةعستو نيعستو نينت راذآ ةتس نيب ام مهتملا نأب ميلس ديس كل لوقأ 
رلاود نيعبرأو ةّيم ةميقب ةعباتتم تاراجيإ عفدي وأ مّدقي ناك  نيعستو.                                     
BT: (I say to you Mr Salim that the accused between 6
th
March 92 and 9
th
July 92 
was submitting or paying successive rents in the value of 140 dollars.) 
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Due to its flat tone, the Arabic version, in Example 12 above, failed to preserve the 
accusation that was implied in the source question, i.e., the witness was not telling the 
truth. The unmarked tone changed the rendition into a simple statement that appears to 
merely state an already given information, which was not the case. The target version was 
further weakened pragmatically by the omission of the PM now, which denotes the 
lawyer’s desire to present their version of evidence in the source questions (Hale, 2004). 
The argumentative and accusatory sense of the source question can be conveyed in Arabic 
by the use of the expression  يل حمساأكّلق  (let me tell you) in which “let me” makes up for the 
PM, and together with the clause “I say to you”, voiced with stress on “say to you” (all one 
word in Arabic) produces a pragmatic equivalent of the English declarative clause. The 
Arabic expression  يل حمسا is ESA and  maintains the original question’s register.   
 
(b) “I put it to you” clause rendered as كيلع حرتقأ   (I suggest that you) 
Example 13 (Q19): See, what I’m putting to you is that you were yelling and 
screaming on the ground, at this stage.     
AI: ضرلأا ىلع طّيعتب معو خّرصتب مع تنك ياه ةلحرملاب تنإ كنإ كيلع وحرتقب انأ يللإ 
Bt: (What I suggest to you is that you at this stage you were screaming and yelling 
on the ground)  
 
The expression كيلع حرتقأ (I suggest to you) clause was used six times (17.50%), and is not 
a pragmatic equivalent of the English expression, and therefore is inaccurate rendition of 
the original declarative in the above rendition. Although its English gloss is “I suggest to 
you”, it shares with the English clause only one meaning of “to make a suggestion”, which 
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is not the meaning implied in the source question. Unlike the English clause, which refers 
to past events “you were yelling”, the Arabic expression كيلع وحرتقب (I suggest to you), 
refers only to the present and future events. As such, the Arabic utterance is incoherent and 
unidiomatic. As demonstrated in Chapter 3 (, 3.6.5), the English question’s implicature 
would have been delivered had the stressed Arabic expression “I say to you” been used in 
conjunction with other appropriate prosodic markers when uttering other contentious items 
in the question, e.g. “yelling” and “screaming”. The English PM see was omitted in the 
Arabic version, which is consistent with the participants’ practice of disregarding markers 
when they are problematic to interpret. The source PM can be interpreted into Arabic by 
one of the PMs discussed in Chapter 3 (Section3.8) including عقاولا يف/ةقيقحلا  (Actually/in 
fact). The register used in the target question is informal due to the Lebanese 
colloquialisms مع (were) and طّيعتب (yelling), which may cause comprehension issues and 
even misunderstanding as the latter means (crying) in the Egyptian dialect. The source 
question’s register would have been maintained, had the rendition been freed from   
colloquialisms. Appropriate alternatives are ESA هذه instead of DA ياه (both means “this”) 
and قعزت  to replace طيعت (both means “yelling”). However, these alternatives will not 
suffice to render the Arabic version accurate due to incorrect use of the expression  وحرتقب
كيلع, which rendered the target question sound odd, even nonsensical.  
 
(c) “I put it to you” declarative interpreted as invariant tag question 
Example 14   (Q19): See, what I’m putting to you is that you were yelling and  
screaming on the ground, at this stage.  
AI:  كلذك  سيلأ ،ةلحرملا هذه يف ٍلاع توصب يدانتو خرصت ت تنك كنا كل هلوقأ يذلا انأ هآ\؟  
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BT: (Uh what I say to you is that you were s screaming and calling in a loud voice 
at this stage, is this not so/?) 
 
In the English question (Example 14) above, the MP see denotes the lawyer’s “proclaimed 
knowledge”, thus presents the contentious information in the source question as a factual 
information that needs to be agreed to.  Accordingly, the original question indirectly 
accuses the witness of being untruthful in their evidence and challenges them to disagree. 
This is completely lost in the Arabic version because the invariant tag question does not 
imply these pragmatic properties. In the target language the questioner is made to look 
unsure of the question’s proposition and invites the speaker to verify its truth, which 
transforms it into a genuine question in contrast to the source one. As in the last example, 
the marker see was also omitted in the target question preventing the witness from 
inferring these implicatures. The marker see can be interpreted using عقاولا/ ةقيقحلا  يف  
(Actually/in fact). The target question’s register is more formal than that of the source 
question, which breaches the accuracy of register. Unlike the previous example (13), which 
lowered the courtroom register, this one (14) raised it by using MSA instead of ESA. 
Hyper-flying words like يذلا (what),   ٍلاع  (high), and the tag كلذك سيلأ  (is this not so) made 
the entire question sound stilted and unnatural as opposed to the flowing and natural style 
of the English question. ESA alternatives therefore would be appropriate to use, e.g. ّيلإ, 
يلاع and  حص/حيحص/طوبظم  respectively. 
 
Other misinterpretations (7, 9, 10, 11 & 12) will not be analysed owning to their outright 
semantic-grammatical (and pragmatic) incorrectness and low percentage (2.5%).  
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The use of the Arabic expression “I say to you” without emphasis to render the “I put it to 
you” clause turns the Arabic version into a simple statement. Simple statements always 
lack the implicature of accusation of the English expression, and even when appended by 
invariant tags they are not pragmatic equivalents. 
 
Table 5.14 Samples of inaccurate renditions of “I put it to you” clause 
Taxonomy question Arabic rendition 
English question Function Arabic rendition  Question type and 
function   
(Q 19) See, what 
I’m putting to you is 
that you were 
yelling and 
screaming on the 
ground, at this 
stage.  
- implicates the 
lawyer’s accusation 
of the witness for 
“yelling and 
screaming” 
 كنا كل هلوقأ يذلا انأ هآ
 يدانتو خرصت ت تنك
 هذه يف ٍلاع توصب
لذك سيلأ ،ةلحرملاك\؟  
(Uh what I say to 
you is that you were 
s screaming and 
calling in a loud 
voice at this stage, is 
this not so/?) 
Invariant tag 
Function: 
- proposes a claim 
and genuinely asks 
for ratification of its 
truth. Genuine 
question.  
(Q 34) Now, I put it 
to you Mr Salim, 
that during the 
period of 6
th
 March 
1992, to 9
th
 July 
1992, the defendant 
did make regular 
weekly payments of 
a hundred and forty 
dollars 
- implicates the 
lawyer’s accusation 
of the witness for 
not telling the truth  
 نأب ميلس ديس كل لوقأ
 مهتملا راذآ ةتس نيب ام
 زومت ةعستو نيعستو نينت
 ناك نيعستو نيعستو نينت
 تاراجيإ عفدي وأ مّدقي
 نيعبرأو ّةيم ةميقب ةعباتتم
  ارلاود               .  
(I say to you Mr 
Salim that the 
accused between 6
th
  
March 92 and 9
th
  
July 92 was offering 
or paying successive 
rents in the value of 
140 dollars) 
Simple statement. 
Functions:  
- states facts 
neutrally and 
implies no 
accusation due to 
the absence of 
prosody.  
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5.3.4 Interpretation of prosodic questions  
Two prosodic questions were featured in cross-examination, yielding 40 renditions. 
Although this question type is declarative in form, it has an asking force that demands a 
yes/no answer. However, unlike polar interrogative type, it is a leading question due to its 
pragmatic properties of presupposition and answer-expectation. As discussed in Chapter 3 
(Section, 3.6.4), the Arabic polar interrogatives produced prosodically are not direct 
equivalents of prosodic questions. Pragmatic equivalence can be generated through the use 
of a declarative prefaced by a pragmatic marker and voiced with appropriate prosodic 
features. As illustrated by Table 5.15 below, this was the most favoured strategy used by 
participants to produce accurate renditions. The least favoured strategy was converting 
prosodic questions into invariant tag questions, which was used in five instances (12.50%) 
and was considered accurate for reasons noted in Chapter 3 (3.6.4). 
 
Table 5.15 Interpretation of prosodic questions in cross-examination 
No. Question type No. & % of 
renditions 
No. & % of 
accurate 
renditions 
No. & % of 
inaccurate 
renditions 
1 Declarative with 
pragmatic marker (e.g. 
(نكل ،بيط ،ينعي ،اذإ 
16 (40%) 16 (40%) 0 (0%) 
2 Polar interrogative 19 (47.50%) 0 (0%) 19 (47.50%) 
3 Invariant tag question 5 (12.50%) 5 (12.50%) 0 (0%) 
Total 40 (100%) 21 (52.50%) 19 (47.50%) 
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Two features stand out in Table 5.15 above. Firstly, participants performed better (52.5%) 
in interpreting the prosodic question type than the other types of leading questions, 
excluding invariant tag questions. Secondly, all the inaccurate renditions (47.50%) were 
those that have converted prosodic questions into the Arabic polar interrogatives, as in the 
following misinterpretation. 
 
(a) Prosodic questions interpreted as polar interrogatives 
Example 16 (Q27):  Right, uh, well you accept that you filled out the form on the 
23
rd
/? 
 AI: ؟رهشلا نيرشعو تلاثب جذومنلا ةئبعتب تمق كنأب لبقت له 
BT: (Do you accept that you completed the form on twenty three of the month?) 
 
Interpreting prosodic questions into polar interrogatives is inaccurate since they differ 
pragmatically. Primarily, the English declarative question makes a presupposition and asks 
for a confirmation, thanks to the final rising intonation. In the source question, the lawyer’s 
expectation for a certain response, after acknowledging the witness’ previous answer  
through the use of right, is enforced by the PM well. The marker encodes the lawyer’s 
desire to obtain an answer that services their agenda. By contrast, although controlling 
Arabic neither presupposes nor seeks a confirmation, but elicits information in the form of 
a yes/no answer. As demonstrated in Chapter 3 (Section, 3.5.4), the pragmatic equivalence 
can be achieved in Arabic by the use of a declarative statement aided with combination of 
prosodic markers, e.g. stress, loudness, etc., and pragmatic markers, e.g. then and so. The 
interpreter, for no apparent reason, decided to omit both PMs right and well, easily 
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rendered as  بيط  (OK) and كلن  (but), respectively. Apart from the English loanword 
“form”, the source question’s register is maintained in the target language. 
 
Table 5.16 Sample of inaccurate renditions of prosodic questions 
Taxonomy question  Arabic rendition  
English question Function Arabic rendition  Question type and 
function 
(Q 27)  Right, uh, 
well you accept 
that you filled out 
the form on the 
23
rd
/? 
- Allows to 
communicate 
the evidence 
and suggest the 
answer 
 ةئبعتب تمق كنأب لبقت له
 نيرشعو تلاثب جذومنلا
؟رهشلا 
 
(Do you agree that you 
filled in the “form” on 
the day of 23
rd
/?) 
Polar question. 
- Information-seeking 
question, is not 
conducive and asks for 
unbiased yes/no 
response 
 
Although prosodic questions and polar questions are grammatically identical, they are 
pragmatically different due to their communicative functions as discussed above. Table 
5.16 above, provides a sample of some of the issues from the study of rendering prosodic 
questions. As discussed in detail in Chapter 3 (Section, 3.5.4) and briefly in the analysis of 
Example 16, prosodic questions can only be interpreted pragmatically through the use of a 
declarative aided by pragmatic and prosodic indicators. 
 
5.3.5 Interpretation of invariant tag questions 
There are five invariant tag questions (100 renditions) comprising 14.71% of all cross-
examination questions, and 25% of all tag questions. Participants performed markedly 
better in interpreting this question type, achieving 81% accuracy. This is mainly due to the 
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availability of direct equivalents in DA and, to a lesser degree, MSA. Participants, 
nevertheless, interpreted 19% inaccurately by converting them into different question types 
that share little or no pragmatic features as outlined by Table 5.17, below. 
 
Table 5.17 Interpretation of invariant tag questions in cross-examination  
No.  Question type  No. of 
renditions 
No. & % 
accurate 
renditions 
No. & % 
inaccurate 
renditions 
1 Invariant tag 81 81 (81%) 0 (0%) 
2 Polar interrogative 9 0 (0%) 9 (9%) 
3 Simple statement 8 0 (0%) 8 (8%) 
4 Declarative + polar interrogative 2 0 (0%) 2 (2%) 
Total 100 81 (81%) 19 (19%) 
 
Interestingly, the majority (9%) of the misinterpretations were those that converted the 
invariant tags into polar interrogatives. The rest were converted into simple statements 
(8%), as well as a combined construction of a declarative appended by a polar interrogative 
as a tag (2%). These renditions altered the pragmatics of the source questions as discussed 
in the example from the data below. 
 
(a) Invariant tag questions interpreted as polar interrogatives 
Example 17 (Q30): You see, you and Oscar’s wife, had an argument back in 
February last year, is that right\? 
AI: ؟مويلا كلذ يف ةرجاشمب وتمق راكسوأ ةجوزو تنأ كنا حيحص له هآ 
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BT: (Uh and is it that correct that you and Oscar’s wife made an argument on that 
day?) 
 
The Arabic version is inaccurate as it changed the pragmatic properties of the source 
question where the lawyer makes a contentious claim, for which he is persisting in 
obtaining a confirmation, thanks to the falling intonation on the closing tag. The question 
is also made more coercive by the use of PM you see, which signifies the questioner’s 
desire to obtain an answer that will incriminate the witness. The combination of a loaded 
proposition, a falling intonation, and a coercive marker has rendered the source question 
more coercive than invariant tags typically are. This coerciveness is lacking in the Arabic 
version, which merely poses a neutral question and expects an unbiased answer in form of 
“yes” or “no”. The PM you see was omitted in the target question after an unsuccessful 
attempt to render it, as indicated by the participant’s initial hesitation. However, even had 
it been preserved by the use of an appropriate PM such as  ةقيقحلا يف/عقاولا يف  (Actually/in 
fact), the maker would have added little coercion. This may be due to the pragmatic 
incongruity it would have created between its function as a marker that seeks a biased 
answer and a question that does not. Register-wise, the target question succeeded in 
maintaining the source question’s formal register through the use of formal lexical terms 
such as “argument” and “wife” (as opposed to the Levantine dialectal word ةقانخ for the 
“argument” and the Egyptian   كتزوق for the “wife”, which were used in a number of 
renditions). 
 
As tabulated Table 5.17 above, 8% of invariant tags were converted into simple statements 
as in Example 17 below. 
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(b) Invariant tag questions interpreted as simple statements 
Example 17 (Q17) Well, you didn’t see the handle because there wasn’t any 
knife, isn’t that right\? 
AI:  نيكس يأ فياش شم ونلأ ديلإا فياش تنك ام هآ 
BT: (Uh you weren’t seeing the handle ‘cause you don’t see any knife) 
 
Although invariant tags share the simple statements the same function of stating, 
converting the invariant tag questions into simple statements is inaccurate. That is because 
invariant tags are more coercive than simple statements because of their asking force in the 
closing tag. Invariant tags, therefore, perform the dual function of stating and asking, 
whereas simple statements perform the function of stating only. What contributed to the 
English question’s coercive tag is the assertive PM well that initiates disagreement. The 
final falling intonation implies persistence for a confirmation (Quirk et al., 1985). A part 
from its unidiomatic style illustrated by the use of the past continuous and present tenses 
“you weren’t seeing…you don’t see…”, the Arabic version, on the other hand, lacked all 
the source question’s pragmatic cues mainly due to its prosodic delivery, since it was 
voiced in a flat tone that made it a mere statement proposing given facts that could not be 
disputed by the witness. What weakened its force further was the omission of the PM well, 
which was easily translatable as   اذا (so). However, the above source question could be 
interpreted accurately into Arabic using the readily available equivalent, as demonstrated 
in Chapter 3 (Section, 3.6.2).  
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Participants converted two invariant tags into simple statements appended by polar 
questions as tags, perhaps due to the realisation that the statement alone was not forceful 
enough. This strategy produced no pragmatic equivalence for a number of reasons. The 
main reason is the lack of the interaction between the two segments of the question, 
namely the simple statement and the polar tag. According to Rigney (1999), for a tag 
question to function pragmatically, i.e. expressing shared knowledge, speaker attitude etc, 
the interaction between the host clause and the closing tag must be maintained. So, when a 
statement is voiced neutrally and is appended by the controlling question type such as a 
polar tag asking for an unbiased yes/no answer the interaction breaks down. 
 
Table 5.18 Samples of inaccurate renditions of invariant tags 
Taxonomy question Arabic rendition  
English 
question 
Function Arabic rendition  Question type and 
Function   
(Q17) Well, you 
didn’t see the 
handle because 
there wasn’t 
any knife, isn’t 
that right\? 
- Proposes a 
controversial claim 
and due to the 
falling intonation 
persistently asks 
for confirmation  
 ونلأ ديلإا فياش تنك ام هآ
نيكس يأ فياش شم 
(Uh you didn’t see 
the handle ‘cause 
you don’t see any 
knife) 
Simple statement 
- Presents the lawyer’s 
incriminating claim as if it 
was a given fact that 
would not be contended 
by the witness. 
 
Falling intonation in articulating invariant tag questions is used in cross-examination as 
opposed to the prevalent rising tone used in examination-in-chief. This is because it 
strengthens the illocutionary force of the invariant tags, which are by default the least 
coercive of the tag questions. Therefore, invariant tags with falling intonation cannot be 
interpreted as simple statements due to the different pragmatic functions they perform as 
outlined in Table 5.18 above. 
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Based on what has been discussed so far in relation to the misinterpretations of the cross-
examination questions, it could be concluded that leading questions were problematic for 
Arabic interpreters. This is chiefly due to the non-existence of the syntactic equivalents in 
Arabic. What contributed to these misinterpretations was the omission of PMs, which 
prefaced the leading questions in English. They are crucial in maintaining discursive 
coherence, marking argumentation and initiating disagreements. Despite their significant 
discursive and pragmatic roles, these tokens were almost systematically omitted, and in 
limited instances misinterpreted. Two main reasons were proposed for their omission: they 
added no semantic meaning to the overall meaning of the questions, hence judged 
redundant, and the lack of direct equivalents in Arabic.     
 
5.4 Interpretation of non-leading questions in cross – 
 Examination 
There are only eight non-leading questions in cross-examination, belonging to four 
different question types, totalling 160 renditions:  
 
 polar question (4 questions=80 renditions) 
 wh-question (2 questions=40 renditions)  
 modal question (1 question=20 renditions) 
 simple statement (1 question=20 renditions). 
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These question types were rendered in varying degrees of accuracy where wh-questions 
were rendered with a 100% accuracy, simple statements at 80%, polar interrogatives at 
78.75%, and modal interrogatives at 60%.  
 
As there were no misinterpretations in rendering wh-question, only the last three types 
were analysed, starting with modal questions, the more difficult question type. 
 
5.4.1   Interpretation of modal interrogative 
Participants used six different expressions to preface interrogatives to interpret English 
modal questions. Only three, namely   ردقت,كيف and نكمم (all mean “can/could”), were 
considered as pragmatic equivalents of English modal verbs “can” and “could”. The other 
three were deemed as mismatch because they are (polar) question markers. The incorrect 
expressions are usually  constructed of the formal (polar) interrogative marker له (Do/did; 
is/was) fronting the modal verb  نكمم resulting in hyper-formal constructions such as  له
نكمم  and كنكمي له  (see Table 5.19). The formal interrogative marker له was also used with 
the Lebanese informal word كيف to construct structure of كيف له as shown in the Table 5.19. 
 
Table 5.19 Markers used to interpret modal interrogatives in examination-in-chief 
Accurate Inaccurate  
Arabic 
modal 
English gloss No. & % 
of uses 
Arabic 
polar 
English gloss No. & % of 
uses 
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word marker 
كيف 
Can/could you 4 (20%) نكمم له Is it possible that  3 (15%) 
نكمم 
Can/could/may 4 (20%) كنكمي له Are you able to 2 (10%) 
 
  كيف له  Are you able to 1 (5%) 
 
  ردقتب Can/could you 2 (10%) 
Total  8 (50%)  8 (40%) 
 
The modal verb نكمم (can/could) is most appropriate to express requests in Arabic 
(Farahat, 2009), mainly due to its universality and dialect-neutrality. However, it was used 
to only interpret 20% of all modal questions equal to كيف (can/could), a Levantine 
colloquial variant of نكمم, which was used to render 20% of all modal questions. The 
Lebanese dialect, spoken by 65% of interpreters could account for the high use of كيف. The 
expression ردقتب (are you able) was also used, which was deemed as inaccurate because of 
its linguistic characteristic as unidiomatic and its pragmatic function as interrogative 
marker. Similar to other expressions, e.g. كنكمي له (are you able to), when ردقتب is used it 
forms a polar interrogative that will be more than likely to be understood as ability-
enquiring question. Modal questions were also interpreted as polar questions, as outlined in 
Table 5.20. 
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Table 5.20 Interpretation of modal interrogatives in cross-examination 
No.  Question type  No. & % of 
renditions 
No. & % of 
accurate 
renditions 
No. & % of 
inaccurate 
renditions 
1 Modal interrogative  10 (50%) 10 (50%) 0 (0%) 
2 Imperative 2 (10%) 2 (10%) 0 (0%) 
3 Polar interrogative prefaced 
by نكمي له ,كناكمإب له , etc. 
6 (30%) 0 (0%) 6 (30%) 
4 Polar interrogative 2 (10%) 0 (0%) 2 (10%) 
Total 20 (100%) 12 (60%) 8 (40%) 
 
Participants interpreted half of the source questions (50%) accurately using modal 
verbs/auxiliaries كيف and نكمم. In two instances (10%), the indirect speech act of modal 
interrogative was disambiguated by the use of imperatives. Through the use of imperatives 
the illocutionary force (i.e., command) of the source question was retained and without 
being impolite. The rest of the source questions (40%) were misinterpreted by being 
converted into polar interrogatives, as in Example 18 below. 
 
(a) Modal interrogatives interpreted as (polar) interrogative with كنكمي له (Are 
you able to) 
Example 18 (Q23): Now, in relation to the day you filled out the insurance claim 
form, can you be more specific as to when police told you that your car had been 
found?    
AI: بخأ ام ديدحتلاب ركذتت نأ كنكمي له ،ضيوعتلا بلط ةرامتسا ءلمب قلعتي ام يف نع هايإ ةطرشلا كتر
      ؟كترايس ىلع روثعلا خيرات 
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BT: (In relation to the completion of the claim application form, are you able to 
recall specifically what the police informed you about the date of locating your 
car/?) 
 
In addition to the misinterpretation of the source question’s propositional content, easily 
noticeable in the back translation, the above rendition is inaccurate on two accounts. The 
first is the use of the highly formal expression:   لهكنكمي  (are you able to), which 
transformed the source question, a requestive indirect speech act, into an interrogative act. 
While the source question is expected to invoke a narrative answer, the target question is 
more likely to yield a yes/no answer. As in the majority of instances, the English PM was 
omitted although it could have easily been rendered as بيط (well/alright) or نلآا (now) 
which are direct equivalents in Arabic since both perform non-coercive functions. The PM 
نلآا, for instance, like its English counterpart, indicates a progression of conversation 
through introducing a new topic or point (Al Makoshi, 2014). Its deletion, therefore, has 
reduced the discursive coherence of the lawyer’s turn in relation to the question’s link to 
the previous question (Q22): “Uhm, well when you filled out the insurance claim, your 
wife did that on your behalf?”. Stylistically, the target question is markedly more formal 
than the source question, as evident in the lexical items such as “are you able”; 
“completion”; “locating”, etc. versus “can”; “filled out”; and “found” in the origin 
question. In addition to the Arabic version, breach of the register accuracy, its hyper-
formal register could cause comprehension issues if the witness is not highly educated. The 
other difficulty in understanding the intended meaning lies in its misinterpretation of the 
original question’s content.  
 
Chapter 5  Accuracy of Court Interpreting  
175 
 
As illustrated in Table 5.20 (No. 4) above, participants also misinterpreted two modal 
questions by converting them into typical polar interrogatives. These renditions were also 
assessed as inaccurate for the same reasons given for converting modal interrogatives into 
polar interrogatives prefaced by the ability-enquiring expressions (No. 3). 
       
As with the other inaccurate renditions of leading questions, the Table 5.21 below outlines 
one sample of the misinterpretations of modal question. 
 
Table 5.21 Samples of inaccurate renditions of modal interrogatives  
Taxonomy question Arabic rendition 
English question Function Arabic rendition Question type 
and function   
(Q 23) Now, in 
relation to the day you 
filled out the insurance 
claim form, can you 
be more specific as to 
when police told you 
that your car had been 
found? 
- Makes a 
polite 
request 
and seeks 
a narrative 
answer 
 بلط ةرامتسا ءلمب قلعتي ام يف
 ديدحتلاب ركذتت نأ كنكمي له ،ضيوعتلا
 خيرات نع هايإ ةطرشلا كتربخأ ام
؟كترايس ىلع روثعلا 
(In relation to the completion 
of the claim application form, 
are you able to recall 
specifically what the police 
informed you about the date 
of locating your car?) 
Question type: 
Polar question 
Function: 
- Neutrally asks 
for information 
in form of 
unbiased yes/no 
response 
 
The participants also changed polar questions into modal questions which is discussed in 
the following Section.  
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5.4.2  Interpretation of polar interrogatives 
Participants found this question type less challenging than modal questions as they have 
interpreted it accurately 63 times (78.75%) out of 80. The remaining 17 questions 
(21.25%) were incorrectly converted into different question types, as outlined in Table 
5.22 below. 
 
Table 5.22 Interpretation of polar interrogatives in cross-examination 
No.  Question types to which 
polar interrogatives were 
converted 
No. & % of 
renditions 
No. & % of  
accurate  
renditions 
No. & % of 
inaccurate  
renditions 
1 Polar interrogative 63 (78.75%) 63 (78.75%) 0 (0%) 
2 Modal interrogative 8 (10%) 0 (0%) 8 (10%) 
3 Invariant tag question 5 (6.25%) 0 (0%) 5 (6.25%) 
4 Negative polar interrogative 4 (5%) 0 (0%) 4 (5%) 
Total  80 63 (78.75%) 17 (21.25%) 
 
As Table 5.22 above clearly displays, the majority of inaccurate renditions (No. 2) are 
those that converted the English questions into modal interrogatives (10%), invariant tag 
questions (6.25%), and negative polar interrogatives (5%). A discussion of one of the 
examples from each of these inaccurate interpretations follows. 
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(a) Polar interrogatives interpreted as modal interrogatives  
Example 20 (Q32) Well, do you think you might answer the question that I just 
asked you?   
 AI: ؟ّلاه هيي كتلأس انأ يللي ليؤس ها لا ىلع بيويجت نكمم 
BT: (Can you answer the uh question that I asked you just now?) 
 
In Example 20 above, the English question demands, rather sarcastically, an answer not for 
the question itself but for a previous one. The lawyer does not deliberately use a modal 
interrogative question because it is an open-ended and polite request, which will not serve 
their purpose of implicating their sarcastic attitude. Instead, the lawyer uses a polar 
interrogative question phrased in such a way that sarcasm could be inferred from the 
syntactic form of the question, particularly from the attitudinal expressions of -”do you 
think” and “you might”. The “do you think” expression implies that the respondent has not 
been thinking about answering the question at all, but is prattling on about other things; 
and “you might” is the false politeness modal: “like, when you have finished waffling on 
about every other irrelevant thing except this question, will you now answer the question I 
put?”. Also, the modal verb: “might” implies that the respondent does not want to answer 
the question, and knows they are avoiding the question. In order to drive this meaning 
home, the lawyer uses the PM well, which indicates their frustration with the witness for 
not giving the preferred answer (Hale, 2004, p76). This aggressiveness is not found in the 
Arabic rendition due to the omission of the sarcastic comment and the pragmatic marker, 
which can be interpreted as بيط (well) voiced emphatically. The lawyer’s sarcasm can be 
conveyed in Arabic through the use of the modal verb followed by the polite adverb 
Chapter 5  Accuracy of Court Interpreting  
178 
 
“kindly” and prefaced by a honorific like ذاتسأ اي  or  ةرضح اي (Sir). This is where the word  اي
ذاتسأ is prolonged or ةرضح اي voiced aloud, which gives the delivery a sarcastic tone thus:     
بواجت مركتت ول نكمم...  اتسأ اي:::ذ/ةرضح اي  (Si:::r/SIR, can you be kind enough as to 
answer…).The sarcasm in the Arabic version results from the implicature of the negative 
politeness, which arises from flouting the maxim of quality “say the truth”, as the speaker 
in this example do not intend to be polite. 
 
(b) Polar interrogatives interpreted as invariant tag questions  
Example 21 (Q25): Right. So did the insurance agent come around to your house 
on the 23
rd
? 
  
Converting a polar question into an invariant tag question is inaccurate interpretation 
because the two question types perform different communicative functions. While the 
source question asks a neutral, but controlling, question that can only yield a yes/no 
answer, its Arabic version allows the lawyer to state the evidence in the declarative, and 
suggest the answer in the tag (confirming the truth of the evidence). The original 
question’s register could have been maintained if the dialect-neutral ESA expression كتيب 
(your house) is employed instead of the dialectal cognate اكعبت تيبل  (the house of yours).  
 
(c)Polar interrogatives interpreted as negative polar interrogatives 
Example 22 (Q21): Uh do you accept that you filled out a claim, an insurance 
claim for the car on the 23
rd
 of July?    
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 AI:  ىوعد تمدق تنإ نإ قفاوم تنإ شم-؟عباسلا رهشلا نم  نيرشعو يتلات يف ةيبرعلل ةينيمأت ىوعد  
BT: (Don’t you agree that yo you lodged a -an insurance claim for the car on 23rdof  
the seventh month?) 
 
As a leading question, the Arabic version in Example 22 is coercive because, firstly, it 
presupposes “I thought you did, and now you appear to contradict this belief”. And 
secondly, it suggests that the witness should give an answer that confirms the lawyer’s 
presupposition. Although the original question also, albeit subtly,  suggests that the witness 
agrees with the question’s proposition and gives a “yes” answer, it does this without 
leading the witness. The responsibility of inferring this meaning is left to the witness, 
unlike the interpretation in which the lawyer is trying to prompt the witness to infer it. 
Accordingly, the lawyer resorts to a polar question that merely asks an unbiased question 
expecting yes/no answer. Since the question often determines the answer in court 
interrogation, the target question would more likely invoke a different answer to one 
expected by the lawyer, which may have implications for the unwary witness. The source 
question’s register is not maintained by the use of DA, as indicated by colloquial lexical 
terms such as ةيبرعلا, an Egyptian colloquialism for “car”, and the colloquially pronounced 
number يتلات   (three). These could easily be replaced by ESA equivalents that are universal 
and dialectal-neutral such as ةرايس and   ةثلاث respectively. 
 
The table below illustrates how participants interfered with the pragmatics of the same 
question type by raising its coerciveness or lowering it. In question (32), participants 
lowered its coerciveness by changing it into a non-coercive question type, whereas in the 
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questions (21) they raised it by converting it into a leading question, which is more 
coercive than the original (polar) question.  
 
Table 5.23 Samples of inaccurate renditions of polar interrogatives 
English question  Arabic rendition 
Taxonomy 
question 
Function Arabic rendition  Question type and 
function   
(Q32) Well, do 
you think you 
might answer 
the question that 
I just asked you?  
- Controlling 
and asks a 
neutral question 
expecting an 
biased yes/no 
answer, 
although 
contextually and 
with the aid of 
PM well expects 
“yes” answer  
  ها لا ىلع بيويجت نكمم
؟ّلاه هيي كتلأس انأ يللي ليؤس 
(Can you answer the uh 
question that I asked 
you just now?) 
Question type: Modal 
interrogative 
Function: 
- Makes polite request 
- Asks for a narrative 
answer  
(Q21): Uh do 
you accept that 
you filled out a 
claim, an 
insurance claim 
for the car on 
the 23
rd
 of July?    
- Pragmatically, 
it is controlling 
and asks only 
for “yes” or 
“no” answer. 
Contextually, 
this question 
expresses 
sarcasm 
 تمدق تنإ نإ قفاوم تنإ شم
 ىوعد- ةيبرعلل ةينيمأت ىوعد
 نم    نيرشعو يتلات يف
؟عباسلا رهشلا 
(Don’t you agree that 
yo you lodged a -an 
insurance claim for the 
car on 23
rd  
of  the 
seventh month?) 
Question type: Negative 
polar interrogative 
Function: 
 -Presupposes and 
suggest the answer 
- Expresses speaker 
attitude, e.g. surprise 
 
5.4.3 Interpretation of simple statements 
There is only one simple statement, or 20 renditions, in cross-examination, said in a flat 
intonation, which is used to indicate non-contentious facts, hence its non-coercive and non-
constraining nature. Like most of the non-leading question types, the simple statement 
question type is easy to render into Arabic using the same syntactic structure of a 
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declarative statement, voiced with unmarked intonation. As such, participants scored a 
high rate of accuracy in interpreting it as shown in Table 5.24 below. 
 
Table 5.24 Interpretation of simple statements in cross-examination 
No.  Question types  No. & % of 
renditions  
No. & % of 
accurate 
renditions 
No.& % of inaccurate 
renditions 
1 Simple statement 15 (75%) 15 (75%) 0 (0%) 
2 Invariant tag 
question 
4 (20%) 4 (20%) 0 (0%) 
3 Polar interrogative  1(5%) 0 (0%) 1 (5) 
Total 20 (100%) 19 (95%) 1(5%) 
 
A high accuracy rate is further evidence that utterances with weak illocutionary force are 
less difficult to interpret than those with strong force (Hale, 2004). Out of the 95% accurate 
renditions, 75% were simple statements in Arabic using the same form and flat intonation. 
The remainder 20% were converted into (four) invariant tags, considered the least coercive 
of all leading question types, which were assessed as accurate because they conveyed the 
meaning of the source questions. Invariant tag questions have a force of stating, but unlike 
the simple statements they have asking force by seeking an answer in the tag. Participants 
articulated the host clause in a flat tone, with only a rising intonation on the closing tag. 
Since the witness is required by the rules of evidence to respond to simple statements, the 
tags in the invariant tag questions would prompt the witness to respond. However, once a 
declarative without a tag is voiced with a rising intonation, it changes to a polar question, 
which is deemed inaccurate as illustrated by the example discussed below. 
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 (a) Simple statement interpreted as polar interrogative 
Example 23 (Q5): And Mr Rix made these arrangements for you to find your 
car at Goulburn 
AI: نربلوجب كترايس يقلات وّنإ كلّبتر سكيو ديسلاو\ ؟  
BT: (And Do Mr Wix arranged for you to find your car at Goulburn/?) 
 
The source question in Example 23, was uttered in a flat tone stating given information, 
whereas the target question was a statement uttered interrogatively demanding a yes/no 
answer. Also, the lawyer in the original question exercised minimal control on the witness 
by giving them the choice to decide how to respond (short or narrative answer). The lawyer 
expected agreement and exerted maximum control on the course of testimony while 
providing the witness an equal chance to agree or disagree. To an extent the source 
question’s register was maintained in the target question through the use of ESA, although 
the expression تابيترتلا هذهب ماق (made these arrangements) would reflect faithfully the formal 
sense of the original question. 
 
Table 5.25 Samples of inaccurate renditions of simple statements 
Taxonomy question Arabic rendition  
English 
question 
Function Arabic rendition  Question type and 
function 
(Q 5)And Mr 
Rix made these 
arrangements 
for you to find 
your car at 
- States 
uncontroversial 
facts declaratively 
in a flat intonation  
 يقلات وّنإ كلّبتر سكيو ديسلاو
 كترايسنربلوجب\  
(And Do Mr Wix 
planned that ahead for 
Question type:  
Polar question 
Function: 
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Goulburn you to track down your 
car at Goulburn/?) 
- Controls evidence by 
demanding a yes/no 
response 
 
The renditions of the examination-in-chief questions will be analysed in Section 5.5, next. 
 
5.5 Arabic interpretation of examination-in-chief questions 
In Table 5.26 below, all questions in examination-in-chief are non-leading with the 
interrogatives forming the majority, and only one simple statement. Since the lawyer’s 
main objective in this examination type was to build a credible “story”, interrogatives, 
particularly open-ended types, were most appropriate for this purpose. Based on their scale 
of difficulty, the renditions of modal interrogatives will be examined first, followed by 
those of polar interrogatives. 
 
Table 5.26 Interpretation of examination-in-chief questions  
Question 
type 
No. of 
English 
question 
No. & % 
Arabic 
renditions 
No. & % of Arabic 
renditions across all 
question types 
No. & % of Arabic 
renditions  per the 
same question type 
Accurate  In-
accurate 
Accurate In-
accurate 
Modal 
interrogative 
9 180 
(64.29%) 
115 
(41.07%) 
65 
(23.22%) 
115 
(63.89%) 
65 
(36.11%) 
Polar 
interrogative 
2 40 
(14.28%) 
37 
(13.93%) 
3 (1.07%) 37 
(92.50%) 
3 
(7.50%) 
Wh-
interrogative 
2 40 
(14.28%) 
40 
(14.28%) 
0 (0%) 40 
(100%) 
0 (0%) 
Simple 1 20 20 0 (0%) 20 0 (0%) 
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statement (7.14%) (7.14%) (100%) 
Total 14 280 
(100%) 
212 
(75.71%) 
68 
(24.29%) 
212 
(75.71%) 
68 
(24.29%) 
 
As shown in Table 5.26, simple statements and wh-questions were interpreted 100% 
accurately. Other question types were interpreted at varying degrees of accuracy: Modal 
questions at 63.89%, whereas polar interrogatives at 92.50%. Although they have direct 
equivalents in Arabic, modal interrogatives proved to be challenging for participants, who 
misinterpreted more than one third of the total of 180 questions, which is discussed further 
in the following Section. 
 
5.5.1 Interpretation of modal interrogatives   
There are nine (64.29%) modal interrogatives in examination-in-chief, replicating the high 
representation of this question type in Hale’s (2004) study. In the present study, Arabic 
interpreters converted them into five different question types only two types were 
considered as equivalents as shown in Table 5.27, below. 
 
Table 5.27 Interpretations of modal interrogatives in examination-in-chief 
No. Question type  No. & % of  
renditions 
No. & % of 
accurate 
renditions 
No. & % of 
inaccurate 
renditions 
1 Modal interrogative fronted 
with a modal verb e.g. كيف 
ردقت ،نكمم  (can/could) 
98 (54.44%) 98 (54.44%) 0 (0%) 
2 Imperative with politeness 13 (6.10%) 13 (6.10%) 0 (0%) 
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marker (e.g. كوجرأ) 
3 Imperative without 
politeness marker, e.g.  
كوجرأ  (please) 
تحمس ول (if you please) 
 كلضف نم (kindly) 
 
4 (2.20%) 4 (2.2%) 0 (0%) 
4 Polar interrogative fronted 
by:    نكمم له/عيطتست/ردقت  
31 (17.22%) 0 (0%) 31 (17.22%) 
5 Polar interrogative 34 (18.89%) 0 (0%) 34 18.89%) 
 Total  180 (100%) 115 (63.88%) 65 (36.12) 
 
Participants used the same three modal verbs in cross-examination to render modal 
interrogatives into Arabic نكمم  (can/could/may) was used most of the time (53.04%); the 
(Levantine) dialectal variant كيف  (could/could) was used at a lesser degree (30.43%) and 
ردقت  (can/could) (1.79%) was used the least. These verbs were used to interpret accurately 
54.44% of all modal questions. Imperatives were used 17 times (8.30%), the majority of 
which were prefaced by politeness expressions. Examples of these expressions are جرأكو  
(please), which was used most of the time (38.46%), تحمس ول (if you please) used 
moderately (23.07%) and  كلضف نم  (kindly) the least (7.54%). Interestingly, most of these 
expressions were used initially although Arabic allows them to be used at the end (Aubed, 
2012). This choice reflects perhaps participants’ desire to maintain the syntactic form of 
English interrogatives that place modal verbs in the front. 
 
As in cross-examination, the majority of misinterpretations were those that converted the 
modal questions into polar interrogatives (36.11%). Almost half (17.22%) were prefaced 
by the ability-enquiring or the possibility-enquiring expressions, e.g. عيطتست له and  له
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كناكمإب (both mean “are you able to”), and the other half (18.89%) were the typical polar 
questions. Interestingly, كناكمإب له (are you able to) were used most of the time (35.84%), 
while عيطتست له (are you able to) was used the least (3.23%).This is probably an indication 
of the participants’ awareness that the latter might be understood as a polar question. 
 
(a) Modal interrogatives interpreted as polar interrogatives with  لهعيطتست  (Are 
you able to) 
Example 25 (Q3) Yes, now, can you tell the court what happened?  
AI: ؟لصح يذلا ام ةمكحملل لوقت نأ كتعاطتساب له ،نلآا هآ 
BT: (Uh, now, are you able to inform the court of what happened?) 
 
The pragmatic difference between the source and target question lies in the lawyer’s 
request for a narrative answer by posing a polite, non-controlling and open-ended question. 
In the Arabic version, the lawyer is asking a restrictive and controlling question that 
demands a yes/no answer. As such, the answer in the target language might be entirely 
different from what the lawyer is expecting, which could potentially disadvantage the 
witness by making them appear irresponsive and even evasive. Although the pragmatic 
marker now was rendered as نلآا, its use with polar interrogative changed its function from 
a device indicating progression of testimony (Hale, 1999) with a benign force as in the 
source question, to a coercive one that encodes the lawyer’s wish to reprimand the witness. 
The original question’s semi-formal register is not maintained because of the hyper-formal 
style used in the rendition that made it sound bookish to an Arabic native speaker’s ear, 
partly reflected by the formal lexical items of كتعاطتساب له (are you able to), نأ (to) and  ام
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يذلا  (of what). Through the use of ESA the register can be maintained by the use of 
dialect-neutral vocabulary such asردقت (can/could/able to), إ ّلي  (what) respectively.  
 
(b) Modal interrogatives interpreted as polar interrogatives 
Example 26 (Q5) Not precisely, OK, can you tell us how you remember the 
screen was when you saw it? 
AI: اهتفش تنإ اّمل تناك فيك ها ةشاشلا ركذتتب\؟  
BT: (Uh, do you remember the screen uh how it was when you saw it/?) 
 
The target question changed the meaning of the source question in more than one way. In 
the original question, the initial segment of the question “Not precisely, OK, can you tell 
us...” contained references to three essential elements in the courtroom discourse: 
 
 “Not precisely”  referred to the  witness’ prior answer;  
 “OK” encoded acknowledgement of that answer; and 
 “us” referred to the lawyer and judge/jury/prosecutor. 
 
All these references were missing in the Arabic version, rendering the Arabic version 
incoherent in relation to the previous turns of the lawyer and the witness. The omission 
also deprived the witness of important discursive cues that are essential in building a 
credible story and reinforcing the asymmetrical power-relation between the powerful and 
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powerless parties in the courtroom (Hale & Gibbons, 1999). Pragmatically, the source 
question indirectly (politely) orders the witness to provide a narrative answer, the target 
question instead constrains the witness’ evidence by demanding a restrictive response in 
form of a yes/no answer, which is not what the lawyer intended. Table 5.28 below 
provides examples of misinterpretation of modal questions. 
 
Table 5.28 Samples of inaccurate renditions of modal questions 
Taxonomy question  Arabic rendition  
English question Function Arabic rendition  Question type and 
function   
(Q 3) Yes, now, can 
you tell the court 
what happened? 
- Makes a 
polite request 
and asks for a 
narrative 
answer 
 نأ كتعاطتساب له ،نلآا هآ
 يذلا ام ةمكحملل لوقت
؟لصح 
(Uh, Uh, now, are 
you able to inform 
the court of what 
happened?) 
Polar question.  
Function: 
-  Asks about the 
addressee’s ability and 
demands a yes/no 
response 
(Q 5) Not precisely, 
OK, can you tell us 
how you remember 
the screen was 
when you saw it? 
- Makes a 
polite request 
and asks for a 
narrative 
answer 
 فيك ها ةشاشلا ركذتتب
اهتفش تنإ اّمل تناك\؟  
(Uh, do you 
remember the screen 
uh how it was when 
you saw it?) 
Question type: Polar 
question 
Function:  
-  Demands a yes/no 
response 
 
There are two main problems with the Arabic versions; first, they are more controlling than 
the source questions and do not allow a narrative answer; second, they lack the element of 
politeness, which is crucial in maintaining a cordial and trusting relationship between the 
lawyer and the witness. 
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5.5.2 Interpretation of polar interrogatives 
There were two polar interrogatives (40 renditions) featured in examination-in-chief. Hale 
(2004) reported that interpreters found this question type easy to interpret, a finding 
corroborated by the present study, as illustrated by Table 5.29 below. 
 
Table 5.29 Interpretation of polar interrogatives in examination-in-chief 
No.  Question types  No. & % of 
uses 
No. & % of 
accurate 
renditions 
No. & % of 
inaccurate 
renditions 
1 Polar interrogatives 33 (82.50%) 33 (82.50%) 0 (0%) 
2 Modal interrogatives 4 (10%) 4 (10%) 0 (0%) 
3 Negative polar interrogatives 3 (7.50%) 0 (0%) 3 (7.50%) 
Total  40 (100%) 37 (92.5) 3 (7.50%) 
 
As seen in Table 5.29, out of 92.50% accurate renditions, 82.50% were polar 
interrogatives, the highest percentage of any accurate rendition discussed in this Chapter. 
Among the renditions of the question types discussed in this study, this is the only instance 
where a question type in the source language was accurately converted into the same 
question type in the target language. However, only 33.3% were produced informally by a 
final rising intonation, whereas 66.7% were formulated formally with the use of the formal 
question marker له (Do/did, is/was, etc.). The use of the interrogative particle له in the 
majority of renditions, in addition to its universality, may be taken as an indication of 
participants’ attempts to maintain the high register of the courtroom. Interestingly, 
although four source questions were interpreted as modal interrogatives in Arabic, they 
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were considered as accurate because they were successful in conveying the illocutionary 
force of the polar interrogatives, as in the following example.  
 
(Q14): Now, just pause there, do you remember what month of the year 1992 it 
was?  
AI:    هآ نم هأ هآ نم رهش يأب رّكزتت نكمم ،ّيوش فقو و هآ2991  
BT: (Uh ha hang on a bit, can you remember in what month from uh uh from 
uh1992?) 
 
This is an embedded question where two different types of questions were combined, i.e. a 
polar question and a narrow wh-question. The polar question sought a yes/no answer, the 
wh-question sought a restricted explanation. The lawyer expected the witness to answer 
both segments of the questions by giving a “yes” answer followed by the name of the 
month. This was the answer that the target question was also expected to generate, albeit 
politely, which is an another reason justifying this assessment. That is because politeness is 
not uncharacteristic with this type of examination. However, the problem with the Arabic 
version is the omission of the PM now, which places in perspective the lawyer’s attempt to 
regain control by stopping the witness from giving unnecessary information. As a device 
used to guide the witness in presenting their evidence, the omission of the PM now made 
the Arabic version slightly incoherent and the lawyer’s instruction unnecessary. Register- 
wise, the Arabic question was not on a par with its English counterpart on two accounts: 
one, it changed the source question’s powerful style into a powerless one due to the 
excessive hesitations; and two, it used the informal imperative expression  ّيوش فقو (hang 
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on a bit) instead of the appropriate ESA expression    فقوةظحل  (stop a moment). The other 
problem with the target question is its slight incoherence due to the omission of the 
expression “it was”, and the unidiomatic use of the expression “from 1992” instead of the 
idiomatic one “in 1992”, which does not alter the overall meaning.  
 
(a)  Polar interrogatives interpreted as negative polar interrogatives 
Example 27 (Q10): Well, is it correct that you have no previous convictions? 
 AI:؟\قباوس ّيأ كدنع ام تنا وّنإ  حيحص شم -حيحص    
BT: (Uh is it correct if- isn’t it correct that you don’t have any criminal history?) 
 
In Example 27, the participant backtracked and changed the target question to a negative 
question using the negative prefix شم  (not) before  حيحص (correct) changing it in the 
process to a leading question. As such, the Arabic question presupposed that the witness 
had no prior convictions and suggested an affirmative for the presupposition. This is not 
allowed in examination-in-chief, which explains why the lawyer resorted to a polar 
question in conjunction with the previous question – “And uh you tell the court that you 
have no prior convictions?” contextually asking for a positive response (that the client had 
no conviction). The lawyer had to ask the same question again, albeit using a different 
question type, and prefaced this question with well for the sake of lucidity. By omitting the 
PM well, the rendition affected the coherence of the question in the target language, which 
indicated the lawyer’s frustration with the witness for not supplying the “right” answer for 
the previous question (Q9). Table 5.30 below highlights samples of misinterpretations of 
polar interrogatives. 
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Table 5.30 Samples of inaccurate renditions of polar interrogatives 
English question  Arabic rendition 
Taxonomy 
question 
Function Arabic rendition  Question type and 
function 
(Q 10) Well, 
is it correct 
that you have 
no previous 
convictions? 
- Asks a neutral 
question expecting a 
biased yes/no answer, 
although contextually 
and with the aid of 
PM well expects a 
“yes” answer  
 وّنإ حيحص شم-  ذإ حيحص هآ
؟قباوس ّيأ كدنع ام تنا 
(Uh is it correct if- isn’t 
it correct that you don’t 
have any criminal 
history?) 
Negative polar 
question.  
-Expresses a 
surprise and asks a 
biased question and 
suggests the answer 
 
The results of this Chapter evidently indicate that interpreting courtroom questions is 
complex cognitively and linguistically. Producing a pragmatic equivalence is not as simple 
as it sounds because interpreters are also required to correctly interpret the informational 
contents of the questions such as descriptions, dates, names, etc. As such, priority is 
understandably given to the informational content, mainly because misinterpreting these 
pieces of information is easily detectable. Therefore, interpreting propositional content 
together with the intended meaning and register in real time is not an easy task. Such a 
difficult task becomes even more difficult when interpreters work between two languages 
that are syntactically distant like Arabic and English, as demonstrated by the results found 
by this study. 
 
5.6 Summary 
In this Chapter, the participants’ interpretations of the taxonomy questions featured in both 
types of examination were analysed, exemplified, and assessed in relation to the criteria of  
pragmatic accuracy and register. An example of the misinterpretation in Arabic of each 
Chapter 5  Accuracy of Court Interpreting  
193 
 
question type in each examination type was analysed prosodically, where appropriate, and 
discussed discursively. Cross-referencing was made to Chapter 3, where the English 
questions were investigated and strategies to produce pragmatic equivalence in Arabic 
were demonstrated. The register used in these exemplified misinterpretations was also 
discussed. It was found that in cross-examination, interpreters rendered most of the leading 
questions inaccurately, in contrast to the non-leading questions in both examination types. 
Pragmatic markers also proved to be challenging to interpret, which accounted for their 
omission in most renditions. 
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Chapter 6.  Analysis of the interpreters’ responses in the 
Questionnaire 
6.1 Introduction 
The main purpose of the Questionnaire is to explore the real and perceived linguistic 
problems of interpreting courtroom questions into Arabic. It seeks to understand Arabic 
diglossia in maintaining the courtroom register, managing the dialectal variations, and 
achieving mutual intelligibility. These problems include comprehension issues arising 
from using DA and the un-natural speech from using MSA. The Questionnaire also 
attempts to investigate if the use of Educated Spoken Arabic (ESA) as an accommodative 
speech style will help to overcome these problems. Further, the Questionnaire attempts to 
investigate whether the strategies used by interpreters to handle these problems affect the 
accuracy of the Arabic renderings of the courtroom questions.  
 
Issues with register and renditions 
The use of DA and MSA in court interpreting is perceived to create register-related issues 
and comprehension difficulties. Hale (1997) and others (e.g. Berk-Seligson, 2002; Rigney, 
1999), found that Spanish interpreters tended to lower the register when interpreting into 
Spanish.  However, the respondents in the present study raised the register when they 
translated the 10 English questions into Arabic.  
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The use of MSA produced renditions that were phrased in hyper-formal register in the 
target language in contrast to the source questions that were phrased in conversational 
English. The reason for this is attributed to the written mode of rendering, as MSA is the 
conventional medium of writing (Ferguson, 1972). Conversely, regional varieties (DA) 
were employed in verbal interactions. These dialects are also used by Arabic interpreters in 
court interpreting in addition to MSA, albeit to a limited degree.  
 
So, in order to investigate this perception, the views of 33 Arabic NAATI-accredited 
interpreters at professional level were sought by means of a survey. In the survey, 
respondents were also asked to provide a translation of 10 taxonomy questions selected 
from both types of examination. The total of 20 respondents participated in the Live 
Interpreting Session (LIS). Their translation of these 10 questions were compared to their 
interpretation of the same set of questions in Chapter 5. The objective of the comparison 
was to determine if the mode of rendering, i.e. interpreting vs. translating, contributed to 
the level of accuracy achieved in each setting.  
 
6.2 Details of the Questionnaire 
As mentioned in Chapter 4 (Section 4.3.2), the survey is divided into three main parts: (1) 
respondents’ profile information, (2) language issues and (3) 10 taxonomy questions. The 
language issues Section comprises 14 questions covering topics pertaining to register with 
reference to the use of MSA, DA and ESA in interpreting the courtroom questions. Each 
question has multiple answers, some of which have qualifying options. Respondents were 
asked to choose as many answers and options as applicable. The third Section consists of 
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10 taxonomy questions which the respondents were asked to translate into Arabic. 
Questions were written in plain English and technical terms were explained within 
brackets.  
 
The questions represented five question types, each question type has two questions as 
outlined in Table 6.1 following. 
 
Table 6.1 10 taxonomy questions used in the Questionnaire 
Cross-examination questions 
No. Question  Question type 
1 
(a) Yes, you recognise this letter you wrote to the defendant 
regarding the alleged arrears and the rental, is that right? 
Invariant tag 
2 
(b) That’s because you you still wanted to fight with Mr 
Petro, is that correct?  
Invariant tag 
3 
(c) Right. You had previously told her not to speak to people 
she didn’t know, had you? 
CPPTQ 
4 
(d) You met him by accident, did you? CPPTQ 
5 
(e) You remember what you said on the day of the interview, 
don’t you? 
Checking tag 
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6 
(f) You were yelling and screaming at this stage, weren’t 
you? 
Checking tag 
Examination-in-chief questions 
7 (g) Right, well so could you just tell us what damage was 
done to your car? 
Modal 
interrogative 
8 (h) Yes, now can you tell the court what happened? Modal 
interrogative 
9 (i) Well, is it correct that you have no prior convictions?  Polar 
interrogative 
10  (j) Now, just pause there, do you remember what month 
of the year 1992 it was? 
Polar 
interrogative  
 
The questions in Table 61above represent question types across a difficulty continuum. 
Questions 1 to 6 were the most difficult declaratives with tags, while questions 7 to 10 
were the least difficult. 
 
6.3 Questions on linguistic and pragmatic issues: 
Comprehension and dialectal variations 
  
There were 14 questions in this Section. Each question had multiple answers and some had 
a list of options. Respondents were asked to select all relevant options, and provide 
additional responses if they differed from those provided. In other words, respondents were 
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asked to choose multiple answers, as applicable so the number of answers for some 
questions was greater than the number of respondents. Only for polar questions 
respondents were advised to choose only a “yes” or “no” answer. Respondents were also 
advised to choose as many options as deemed applicable from those listed under each 
answer. Therefore, when respondents ticked both “yes” and “no” answers their responses 
were disqualified and not included in the results.  
 
The Questionnaire was designed to elicit in a controlled manner the views of the 
respondents on the issue raised by that particular question. However, this was not always 
possible. For instance, some responses demonstrated a misunderstanding of certain 
questions when both answers “yes” and “no” were selected. A quantitative and qualitative 
analysis of the respondents’ feedback follows. 
 
Question (1): What Arabic dialect do you usually use when interpreting in courts?  
Participants interpreted, to varying degrees, across all four dialects as Table 6.2 below 
shows. 
Table 6.2 Respondents’ answers to Question (1) 
Client’s 
dialect 
Interpreter’s 
Dialect 
Client’s and 
interpreter’s dialect 
MSA Modified MSA 
15 (37.5%) 15 (37.5%) 8 (20%) 1 (2.5%) 1(2.5%) 
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Although the results above indicated that 96% of respondents used DA, their performances 
in interpreting the 10 taxonomy questions in both settings of LIS and the Questionnaire 
does not support these results. The survey results indicated that the vast majority of 
respondents mostly used MSA in translating the 10 questions, while the majority of 
participants in LIS used ESA to a large extent. Bearing this in mind, the respondents’ 
answers to Question (1) (i.e., using DA most of the time) is inconsistent with their 
response to Question (6) below, where the majority indicated that they use ESA. 
Nevertheless, 37.5% of respondents indicated that they resort to their native dialects, thus 
breaching the register integrity, and possibly creating unnecessary comprehension-related 
issues for clients who speak different dialects. This issue is raised in the next question.  
 
Question (2): Does interpreting in your native dialect cause any comprehension 
difficulties for Arabic–speaking clients? 
Respondents were given three answers to choose from: “Never”, “Some of the time” and 
“Always”. Upon choosing “Some of the time” or “Always”, they were asked to qualify 
their choice by choosing all applicable options as outlined in Table 6.3. 
 
Table 6.3 Respondents’ answers to Question (2) 
If “always” or “some of the time”, please tick all applicable answers 
Options  Responses Respondents  
a) If the client comes from a country or region 14 (48.3%)  
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different to that I originally come from 
b) If the client is uneducated 13 (44.8%)  
c) If the client is educated Not ticked   
d) If the client is male Not ticked   
e) If the client is female Not ticked   
f) None of the above  Not ticked   
g) If other than the above, please explain 2 (6.9%)  
Sometimes   21 (63.6%) 
Always   1 (3%) 
Never  11 (33.4%) 
Total  29 (100%) 33 (100%) 
 
The majority of respondents (66.6%) answered “Yes” to the above question. 63.6% chose 
“Some of the time” option while only one (3%) ticked “Always”. Respondents’ choice of 
(b) as the second preferred answer (44.8%) was unexpected. This is because there is only a 
slight correlation between comprehension of dialects and the speaker’s level of education, 
as understanding of any dialect is a result of exposure to that particular dialect and not 
education. Two participants (6.9%) chose (g), but they provided unclear comments.  
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Question (3): What are the main problems you encounter when interpreting for speakers 
of other dialects? 
Eight answers were allowed to be ticked concurrently; hence the number of answers is 
higher than the number of respondents, as clearly shown in the Table 6.4.  
 
Table 6.4 Respondents’ answers to Question (3)  
Options  Responses 
a) Vocabulary 18 (35.3%) 
b) Pronunciation 15 (29.4%) 
c) Phonology (how sounds are organized and used in the language) 3 (5.9%) 
d) Prosody (the use of pitch, loudness, and rhythm in speech) Not ticked 
e) Idiomatic expressions 13 (24.5%) 
f) Grammar (e.g. word order) 2 (3.9%) 
g) None of the above Not ticked 
h) If other than the above, please mention any other problems Not ticked 
Total 51 (100%) 
 
As expected, vocabulary (35.29%) and pronunciation (29.4%) were identified as the main 
problems when interpreting between unfamiliar dialects. This was followed by (e) at 
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24.5%. Despite the significance of phonology and prosody in framing meaning and 
illocutionary force in DA, phonology (c) was selected only 5.9%; prosody (d) was not 
ticked at all; and grammar (f) was ticked 3.9%.  
 
Having identified the perceived issues caused by the clients’ dialects, Question (4) below 
attempts to identify the coping strategies respondents used to solve these problems.  
 
Question (4): What strategies do you use to overcome these problems? Please tick as 
many answers as you consider applicable. 
From the seven options, respondents ticked three only, as shown in Table 6.5. 
 
Table 6.5 Respondents’ answers to Question (4) 
Options  Responses 
a) You ask the Arabic–speaking client to clarify, repeat or rephrase 27 (52%) 
b) You interpret only the semantic (see above) meaning of the 
problematic utterance(s) and not the pragmatic meaning 
Not ticked 
c) You do not interpret the utterance(s) that you don’t understand Not ticked 
d) You guess the meaning from the context Not ticked 
e) You bring the problem to the Court’s attention 24 (46%) 
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f) You withdraw from the assignment Not ticked 
g) None of the above, please mention any other strategies 1 (2%) 
Total   52 (100%) 
 
52% of respondents ticked (a) most of the time. The issue with this response arises from 
the change in meaning likely to occur when witnesses are asked to repeat or paraphrase 
their answer. By asking the witness to repeat or rephrase, the interpreter has become 
instrumental in depriving the lawyer and the court from knowing the witness’ original 
answer (Gallez & Maryns  2014, p. 66). 
 
Although (e) is consistent with the court’s requirement and the professional code of ethics, 
it was ticked less than half (46%) - bringing the matter to the bench’s attention. Having 
explored the respondents’ views on the use of DA, Question (5) below asks about the use 
of MSA and the problems it entails.  
 
 Respondents were given three options - “Never”, “Sometimes” and “Always”. Only 
“Sometimes” and “Always” have options, which respondents were asked to tick all those 
that applied. 
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Table 6.6 Respondents’ answers to Question (5) 
If “sometimes” or “always”, what causes comprehension problems to the Arabic-
speaking clients? 
Options  Responses Respondents  
a) Vocabulary 18 (50%)  
b) Pronunciation 13 (36%)  
c) Grammar 2 (6%)  
d) Syntactic structure 3 (8%)  
e) None of the above Not ticked  
f) If other than the above, please explain Not ticked  
Total  36 (100%)  
Sometimes   26 (79%) 
Always   4 (11%) 
Never used it  3 (10%) 
Total  33 (100%) 
 
The aim of Question 5 was to determine if respondents use MSA when interpreting in 
courts. The results confirmed that the majority 90% use it; 79% “sometimes”; and 11% use 
it “always”. Choosing the answer “always” was not expected. Anecdotal evidence 
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(including the researcher’s personal experience and that of other interpreters) did not 
support this. However, the four respondents may have meant that they always borrow 
universal words from MSA to maintain the formal register of the courtroom in Arabic, e.g. 
the formal question marker له (do/did), which is a common practice among practitioners. 
The confusion and contradiction is not insignificant, and is consistent with the fluctuating 
performance and the variety used in the LIS. What is also possible is that the question may 
have been misconstrued since it is admittedly open for interpretation. This may be the 
more plausible reason since in Question (1), respondents indicated that they use MSA only 
2.5%. The reason is also consistent with the respondents’ infrequent use of this variety in 
the LIS, where 10% chose the option “Never used it”. It is also consistent with the 
respondents’ choice of “No” in Question (8) - they do not interpret for all dialects, such as 
Algerian Arabic, where these speakers prefer to use MSA for comprehension 
considerations. 
 
The previous five questions investigated the participants’ appreciation and practice in 
relation to the use of MSA and DA being the two extreme ends of diglossia (Ferguson, 
1972). The following question aims at exploring the respondents’ appreciation and practice 
in relation to the use of ESA as a convergent strategy to solve the comprehension-related 
issues caused by DA for its dialectal variations and MSA for its “linguistic complexity” 
(Cote, 2009:79) as well as its artificiality due to it being a written variety. 
 
Question (6):  Do you use the Educated Spoken Arabic (ESA) نيفقثملا ةغل (a mix of MSA 
ىحصفلا and the spoken dialects ةجرادلا تاجهللا )?  
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Chapter 3 (Section 3.3.1) defines ESA as a modified version of DA that is freed from 
colloquialisms and slang, and often mixed with MSA vocabulary. It is used to resolve the 
issue of comprehension (caused by DA) and unnaturalness in speech (caused by MSA). 
Unlike other questions, Question 6, therefore, adds “Never heard of it”, i.e., ESA to “Never 
used it”, “Sometimes” and “Always”. Only the last two answers had multiple choices. 
 
Table 6.7 Respondents’ answers to Question (6) 
If “sometimes” or “always”, why? Responses Respondents 
a) It is easy to use 12 (14%)  
b) It provides a medium through which naturalness of 
speech and the register of Court can be maintained 
26 (31%)  
c) It is understood by all Arabic speakers 23 (28%)  
d) It solves most, if not all, inter-dialectal problems of 
comprehension 
22 (27%)  
e) None of the above Not ticked  
f) If other than the above, please explain Not ticked  
Sometimes   21 (63.5%) 
Always   9 (27.5%) 
Never heard of it  2 (6%) 
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Never used it  1 (3%) 
Total 83 (100%) 33 (100%) 
 
As expected, the overwhelming majority of respondents (91%) use ESA, which is 
consistent with their practice of interpreting the taxonomy questions in the LIS. However, 
this consistency is diminished once this high percentage is broken down into “Always” and 
“Sometimes”. Only a minority (27.5%) stated that they use it “Always”, while the majority 
63.50% use it “Sometimes”. This implies that they use DA (with its colloquialisms and 
idiosyncrasies) most of the time. Interestingly, this is inconsistent with the practice of the 
LIS group. It can be fairly concluded that the above percentages do not precisely reflect the 
actual use of ESA by respondents, who in fact used it most of the time in their renditions of 
the taxonomy questions (Chapter 5, Sections, 5.5 – 5.7). Such a divergence seems to 
confirm that the survey results do not necessarily reflect the practitioners’ interpreting  
practices, a phenomenon observed by Hale (2004). The three other options cover issues 
pertaining to register and comprehension. These were ticked most of the time: (b) was 
chosen 31%; (c) 28%; and closely followed by (d) 27%. Option (a) was unpopular, as it 
was picked only 14%, probably because it is not an easy process to filter DA from its 
regional colloquialisms in order to produce universal cognates. 
In the last six questions above, the survey has attempted to canvass the respondents’ 
reactions concerning issues on the use of the three speech styles. In these questions, the 
focus was on the means of communication and not on its users. 
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In the following question, the focus is placed on users by asking if certain demographic 
factors might impact on their comprehension of the register of the courtroom questions. 
 
Question (7): Do you think the comprehension difficulties the Arabic-speaking clients face 
because of the Court’s language are related to their (please tick all applicable answers) 
Respondents were given seven answers to choose from with multiple choices of answers 
allowed, which resulted in more responses (67) than respondents (33). 
 
Table 6.8 Respondents’ answers to Question (7) 
Answers  Responses 
a) age 10 (15%) 
b) gender 4 (6%) 
c) level of education 28 (42%) 
d) socio-economic back-ground 14 (21%) 
e) dialect 11 (16%) 
f) None of the above Not ticked 
g) If other than the above, please explain Not ticked 
Total   67 (100%) 
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The results were consistent with the scholarly view that there is a correlation between  
education and the ability to comprehend legal language (e.g. Conley & O’Barr, 1998). 
Therefore, it was not surprising that most respondents (42%) selected (c) as tabulated 
above. Since these factors overlap and influence each other, it was difficult to place them 
in a rigid order in relation to their significance in determining one’s education. However, 
choosing (e) was not expected as there is hardly any correlation between one’s dialect and 
their understanding of the courtroom register. It seemed that the first five options covered 
most, if not all, of the influencing factors and that is probably why (f) and (g) were not 
ticked.  
 
As the intelligibility continuum of dialects is geographically distance-sensitive, questions 
(8) and (9) aim to find out if this affects interpreters’ choices in accepting or refusing to 
interpret for speakers of certain dialects. Accordingly, Questions (8) and (9) were 
interdependent, with answering question (9) contingent on answering question (8).  
 
Question (8): Do you interpret for speakers of all Arabic dialects? 
Yes [ ]  (Go to Q 10)    No [ ] 
Question (9). If ‘No’: 
i) What dialect or dialects you don’t do? 
ii) Why don’t you do this dialect or dialects (please tick all the applicable 
answers): 
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The answer Yes was chosen by the majority of respondents (75.76%), who then were asked 
to skip Question (9) and go to Question (10). The answer No was selected by the minority 
of respondents (24.24%), who were asked to respond to Question (9) which was divided 
into two sub-questions (i) and (ii). Six respondents (18.18%) ticked Sudanese Arabic; 
while five (15.15%) ticked Moroccan, Algerian, and Tunisian as dialects they avoid for 
various reasons shown in Table 6.9 below. 
 
Table 6.9 Respondents’ answers to Questions (8) and (9) 
 Responses Respondents 
a) Unintelligible vocabulary 10 (50%) 8 (24.24%) 
b) Unintelligible idiomatic expressions Not ticked 
c) unfamiliar pronunciation 10 (50%) 
d) Unfamiliar grammar (e.g. word order) Not ticked 
e) None of the above Not ticked 
f) If other than the above, please explain Not ticked 
Yes (Go to Q 10)  25 (75.76%) 
Total  20 (100%) 33 (100%) 
 
Respondents split evenly between choosing reasons (a) and (c). The low percentage of 
choosing No suggests that the difficulty caused by these dialects is manageable through 
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MSA and/or the discretionary use of ESA as speakers of these dialects tend to use ESA 
when interacting with the speakers of the Eastern dialects (S’hiri, 2002). 
 
The previous nine questions have explored interpreters’ views on what problems are 
caused by dialects and the strategies employed to overcome them. Question (10) asks how 
interpreters strike a balance between providing an accurate rendition while maintaining the 
linguistic sophistication of the courtroom questions.  
 
Question (10): How do you maintain accuracy when rendering the high register of the 
courtroom questions into the Arabic dialects?  
Multiple answers were allowed from a list of seven, hence there were 58 answers, 
tabulated below.  
 
Table 6.10 Respondents’ answers to Question (10) 
Options  Responses 
a) Rendering only legal terms into MSA 11 (19%) 
b) Filtering the dialect of the colloquial and slang terms  4 (7%) 
c) Using my native dialect 9 (16%) 
d) Using the client’s dialect 13 (22%) 
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e) Using the vocabulary and grammatical forms that are shared with MSA 21 (36%) 
f) None of the above Not ticked 
g) If other than the above, please explain Not ticked 
Total   58 (100%) 
 
The results above showed no clear consensus among respondents in answering this 
important question. The two (overlapping) answers (b) and (e), which meet the accuracy-
based criterion of interpreting register of the courtroom questions, were ticked only 4 (7%) 
and 21 (36%) times respectively, which equals to less than half (43%) of all answers. 
Ticking (c), the interpreter’s dialect (22%), and (d) the client’s dialect (16%) both totalling 
38%, indicates the respondents’ erroneous perceptions that the use of DA facilitates 
communication and ultimately assists the witness to comprehend the courtroom questions, 
which often occurs at the expense of the courtroom register. Such perceptions are expected 
to adversely affect the witness’ image as well as the lawyer’s questioning strategy. Taking 
into consideration that some respondents may have confused legal terms with “vocabulary” 
in (e), by ticking (a) 19%, 81% of the participants did not use MSA in interpreting legal 
terms. Incidentally, MSA is the only variety that has equivalents of most of the English 
legal terms (see Q 14, below for details).  
 
Question (11) was designed to solicit their view on DA and its use in relation to accuracy. 
This is in keeping with the perception that respondents tend to use DA more often than 
MSA, as confirmed by their answers to the previous questions. 
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Question (11): Do you agree that using dialects, and not MSA, when interpreting the high 
register of the courtroom questions is the same as simplifying it for the Arabic-speaking 
client? 
Two answers: Yes and No, were given, and each answer has a list of reasons to choose 
from to justify the selection, as illustrated in Table 6.11 below. 
 
Table 6.11 Respondents’ answers to Question (11) 
 Responses Respondents 
Yes, I agree (Please tick all the applicable answers) 17 (51.50%) 
a) Because they are colloquial and informal 10 (28.6%)  
b) Because they are poor in their vocabulary, grammar 
and syntax and are not fit to express complex concepts 
6 (17.15%)  
c) Because they lack the linguistic sophistication of MSA 8 (22.9%)  
d) Because of (other reasons, please explain) Not ticked  
Total  24 (68.65%)  
No, I disagree (Please tick all the applicable answers 10 (30.30%) 
a) Because they are the only real language people speak 
to communicate with each other 
5 (14.3%)  
b) Because they have a developed system of grammar as 6 (17.15%)  
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well as a rich lexicon which make them equally 
sophisticated to be used in rendering courtroom questions 
c) Because of (other reasons, please explain) Not ticked  
Total 11 (31.44%)  
No response 3 (9.1%) 
Confusing answer  3 (9.1%) 
Total  35 (100%) 33 (100%) 
 
Interestingly, despite the fact that the majority (51.50%) agreed that using dialects (i.e., 
DA) in interpreting the courtroom questions equates to simplifying them, they indicated 
elsewhere (e.g. Questions 1, 3, 5 & 10) that they routinely use DA. The researcher was 
able to verify this inconsistency between perception and practice in the performance of the 
20 respondents who participated in LIS. Upon checking the speech style they used in 
interpreting the taxonomy questions, it was found that the majority used ESA mainly 
through modifying DA and slightly drawing on MSA vocabulary. So, the respondents’ 
response to the above question (and similar questions) does not rigidly reflect the 
interpreters’ actual interpreting practice as much as it shows their tendency to handle the 
register issue by making ad hoc choices as they go along. 
 
Question (12), below, complements Question (11) and disambiguates the question equating 
the use of DA to simplifying the court high register.  
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Question (12): How do you strike a balance between maintaining naturalness in Arabic 
translation by using dialects on one hand, and avoiding the simplification of the high 
register of the courtroom questions on the other (Please tick all the applicable answers)? 
Five answers were provided that could be selected concurrently, resulting in more 
responses than respondents as Table 6.12 depicts. 
 
Table 6.12 Respondents’ answers to Question (12) 
Options  Responses 
a) By using the vocabulary shared by both MSA and the respective 
dialect 
28 (57%) 
b) By using the grammatical structures as well as the phonological 
system that are common between MSA and the dialect in question 
18 (37%) 
c) By avoiding the use of inflections of names  (ءامسلأا فيرصت) and 
conjugations of verbs (لاعفلأا فيرصت ) of MSA  
3 (6%) 
d) None of the above Not ticked 
e) If other than  the above, please explain Not ticked 
Total   49 (100%) 
 
Answers (a), (b) & (c) complement each another and, therefore, were expected to be ticked 
with similar percentages because they are supported by the research-based evidence (e.g. 
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Mitchell, 1986; Holes, 2004). This may indicate that Arabic speakers of different dialects 
tend to apply all these three options. Nevertheless, the answers to the above question 
consolidate the answers to Questions (6), (10) and (11) since all of them point to the 
interpreters’ perception that DA is not a fitting match to the court register. The results of 
the answers to these questions suggest that the more fitting match is ESA, as outlined in 
the three answers to the above question.  
 
Question (13) is thematically related to, and an elaboration of, Question (11). Both 
questions are polar interrogatives and ask for a yes/no answer. Where Question (11) asks 
whether the use of dialects equates to simplifying the court register, Question (13) relates it 
to the ethical principle of accuracy. 
 
Question (13): Do you agree that using dialects in rendering the formal register of English 
of the courtroom questions contravenes the principle of accuracy?  
There are six negative answers (a-f) from which respondents could tick as many No 
answers as deemed applicable and only one in the affirmative (g). Since the majority of 
respondents (51.50%) ticked Yes to the previous question (12) (that it was a 
simplification), it was expected therefore that they would also tick Yes in answering the 
above question (that it is a breach of accuracy). Surprisingly, the results were contrary to 
the expectation, as tabulated below in Table 6.13. 
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Table 6.13 Respondents’ answers to Question (13) 
Answers  Responses Respondents 
a) No, because dialects are the only medium of daily 
communication used by native Arabic speakers and 
accuracy can still be maintained by using them 
21 (39%) 25 (76%) 
 
b) No, because dialects are the only medium of 
communication understood by all lay people after they 
are freed from all the regional and local features 
10 (19%) 
  
c) No, because linguistically dialects are equal to MSA 4 (7%) 
d) No, because dialects have a sophisticated syntactic 
and semantic system as well  as a lexicon that put them 
on an equal footing with the high register of the Court 
8 (15.94%) 
e) None of the above Not ticked 
f) No, (other reasons) please explain 3 (5.7%) 
Total  46 (86.8%) 
g) Yes, because MSA is the only variety through which 
an interpreter can maintain the same level of accuracy 
in rendering the discourse of courtroom questioning 
7 (13.2%) 8 (24%) 
Yes, (other reasons) please explain Not ticked  
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Total  53 (100%) 33 (100%) 
 
When the choices for No answer, ticked 76%, are broken down, the following picture 
emerges: (a) was ticked 39%; (b) 19%; (c) 7%; and (d) 15.94%. Although the respondents 
believed that DA has a developed linguistic system, they still modified it using different 
converging strategies such as using universal variants, and borrowing from MSA. In other 
words, they mostly used ESA in LIS. This could also mean that respondents took DA to 
mean ESA because the latter is an academic construct and not an established variety that 
exists in its own right. A few respondents, particularly those who had no formal education 
or training in interpreting, subscribed to a concept of accuracy of register that is 
inconsistent with the one adopted in this study. For example, the respondent who ticked (f) 
commented “Accuracy is not related to dialects, but to the interpreting process”. A Yes 
answer was ticked 13.2% by seven respondents, but only two of them participated in the 
LIS. One of these two respondents was consistent in using MSA in interpreting the 10 
questions in the Questionnaire, while the other used mostly used DA in interpreting all 
questions in the LIS.  
 
The following question explored the respondents’ views on their understanding of 
accuracy when interpreting legal terms. Notwithstanding the sporadic use of these terms in 
the courtroom questioning, legal terms are still an important and distinctive feature of the 
courtroom register. Accordingly, interpreters were asked to explain how they interpret 
them. 
 
Chapter 6  Accuracy of Court Interpreting 
219 
 
Question (14): Do you interpret legal terminology when used in questioning by using 
equivalents in MSA or in the respective dialect?   
Six answers were provided and respondents were asked to select multiple answers if 
applicable. The respondents’ chosen answers are outlined in Table 6.14. 
 
Table 6.14 Respondents’ answers to Question (14) 
Options  Responses 
a) Always in MSA 12 (27%) 
b) In MSA only if the client (witness, defendant, etc.) is educated 12 (27%) 
c) In my native dialect 2 (4%) 
d) In the client’s dialect 9 (20%) 
e) None of the above 4 (8%) 
f) ) If other than the above, please explain 6 (14%) 
Total 45 (100%) 
 
Using only MSA in rendering legal terms (a) was ticked 12 times (27%); while the 
selective use of MSA, determined by the witness’ level of education, was chosen 27%; and 
the use of dialects ticked 24%. These choices indicate two possibilities. First, the 
respondents believed that the client’s comprehension of these terms is to be given priority 
over the accuracy of register during interpreting. Second, they may be confused about the 
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fact that legal terms, which are known for their distinctiveness, technicality and over-
precision (Danet, 1980), are to be rendered into MSA because it has matching lexicalized 
equivalents. These results, underpinned by a non-normative understanding of accuracy (as 
well as the interpreter’s role), are reinforced by the respondents’ six remarks. These 
remarks were made by experienced and trained respondents with postgraduate degrees in 
interpreting and many years of experience. One respondent commented “I always try to 
pass the message by any means”; another stated “I … use whatever strategy I can … [to] 
communicate the message rather than worrying about the register”. Further, another stated 
that “it all depends on what the client will understand and that is the deciding criterion”. 
Such an understanding of accuracy (and interpreter’s role) is more likely to affect the 
interpreters’ choices, and adversely affect the lawyer’s questioning strategy and the 
witness’ image.  
 
6.4 Translation of the 10 taxonomy questions in the 
Questionnaire and spontaneous interpreting session: A 
contrastive analysis 
 
The third part of the Questionnaire comprised of 10 taxonomy questions, six from cross-
examination (tag questions) and four from examination-in-chief (interrogative questions), 
requiring the respondents to translate. In order to obtain a clear understanding of the 
interpreters’ practices and choices in translating the same set of questions in the 
Questionnaire and the LIS, only the results of the translation by the 17 respondents who 
participated in the LIS will be compared. Through this selective process, it will be easier to 
gain an insight into the interpreters’ performance in both settings, and also determine if the 
change in the mode of rendering made any difference in their handling of the questions. 
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The analysis will be quantitative as well as qualitative. As in Chapter 5, the results of the 
translation of the leading questions will be analysed first. 
 
6.4.1 Translation of tag questions in the Questionnaire and spontaneous 
interpreting session 
 
As the results in Chapter 5 showed, tag questions were among the most difficult question 
types to render accurately. Within this category, CPPTQs were the most problematic, 
followed by checking tags. Given that respondents were not exposed to the same pressure 
involved in the spontaneous interpreting in LIS, e.g. the presence of the researcher, it was 
expected that they would perform better in translating these two question subtypes in the 
Questionnaire. As outlined in Table 6.15 following, the results show that respondents’ 
performance was similar. 
Table 6.15 Translation of tag questions in LIS and the Questionnaire 
Question 
No. 
Question 
type 
LIS: 120 renditions Questionnaire: 120 
renditions 
Accurate Inaccurate Accurate Inaccurate 
i Invariant tag 11 (55%) 9 (45%) 17 (85%) 3 (15%) 
ii Invariant tag 19 (95%) 1 (5%) 20 (100%) 0 (0%) 
iii CPPTQ 0 (0%) 20 (100%) 0 (0%) 20 (100%) 
Iv CPPTQ 0 (0%) 20 (100%) 0 (0%) 20 (100%) 
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V Checking tag 0 (0%) 20 (100%) 0 (0%) 20 (100%) 
Vi Checking tag 2 (10%) 18 (90%) 0 (0%) 20 (100%) 
Total  32 (26.67%) 88 (73%) 37 (30.83%) 83 (69.17%) 
32+88=120 37+83 =120 
 
A quick glance at the above table reveals that there is no marked difference in the 
performance of interpreters in both situations, where they scored 26.67% accuracy in the 
LIS and 30.83% in the Questionnaire. In what follows, the results of translation of each 
question type in both settings will be discussed. 
 
6.4.1.1 Translation of constant polarity tag questions  
CPPTQs were difficult to interpret for both groups indicated by the zero accuracy scored in 
both settings (Table 6.15) where they were converted into mainly invariant tags (See Table 
6.1 for the actual questions). Question (iii) in the Questionnaire was rendered as invariant 
tags (75.5%); polar interrogatives (12.5%); (intonational) polar interrogatives or 
declaratives (6%); and negative polar interrogative (6%). It was not possible to determine 
whether “interrogatives” or “declaratives” was intended. The high percentage of invariant 
tags was presumably because they were the closest question type in form to CPPTQs, 
although they were functionally different, shown by the following example from the 
Questionnaire: 
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Example 1  (Qiv): You met him by accident, did you? 
AR:   ؟حيحص اذه له ، ةفدصلاب هعم تلباقت  
  BT: (You met him by accident, is this correct?) 
  
The English question above is more coercive due to its pragmatic function of expressing 
the questioner’s negative attitude, which was interpreted in the LIS by the same respondent 
as the invariant tag question too. The Arabic version is, therefore, inaccurate because it 
merely makes a proposition and invites the addressee to ratify its truth, which is the 
opposite of the source question that serves to discredit or ridicule the witness. The register 
is more formal than the original question as indicated by the MSA clause هعم تلباقت  (you 
met with him) and the question particle  له (is/do) in the closing tag. The source question’s 
register would have been met through the use of ESA lexical items of هتلباق (you met him) 
and the omission of interrogative marker  له.  As discussed and exemplified in Chapter 3 
(Section, 3.5.1), a pragmatic equivalent of the above question can be produced by the use 
of a pragmatic marker prefacing a declarative. The same question in the LIS was rendered 
as invariant tags (85%) and polar interrogatives (15%). 
 
In the Questionnaire, Question (iv) was changed into invariant tags (87.5%); polar 
interrogatives (6.25%); and declaratives tagged by a polar interrogative (6.25%). By 
contrast, in LIS it was converted into invariant tags 60%; polar interrogatives appended by 
an invariant tag 30%; and declaratives appended by polar interrogative tag 10%. The 
conversion of the majority of CPPTQs into invariant tags in the Questionnaire rendered 
Arabic versions much less coercive than the original questions  
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6.4.1.2  Translation of checking tags  
The two checking tag questions (v & vi) proved to be marginally more problematic for 
participants in the Questionnaire than in the LIS because they all were misinterpreted in the 
Questionnaire, and 95% in the LIS, as depicted by Table 6.16. 
 
Table 6.16 Translation of tag questions in LIS and the Questionnaire 
Question 
No. 
Question 
type 
LIS: 40 renditions Questionnaire:40 renditions 
Accurate Inaccurate Accurate Inaccurate 
v Checking tag 0 (0%) 20 (100%) 0 (0%) 20 (100%) 
vi Checking tag 2 (10%) 18 (90%) 0 (0%) 20 (100%) 
Total 2 (5%) 38 (95%) 0 (0%) 40 (100%) 
 
Question (v) in the above table was misinterpreted by all 20 respondents, but (vi) by 18, 
resulting in two (10%) accurate renditions. When the two questions were collated the 
accuracy rate was reduced to 5%. Similar to their practice in the LIS, respondents 
converted checking tags in the Questionnaire into a number of question types, mostly 
invariant tags. Question (v) in the Questionnaire (See Table 6.1 for the actual questions) 
was rendered as invariant tags (with a reduced tag) the 93.75% and 6.25%, as polar 
interrogatives. In one rendition, a polar interrogative tag was appended to the main polar 
question, which is a misinterpretation, as demonstrated by the following example. 
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Example 2 (Qv): You remember what you said on the day of the interview, 
don’t you?  
   AR: ؟كلذ ركذت له ،؟ةلباقملا موي هتلق ام ركذتأ 
  BT:  (Do you recall what you said on the day of the interview?  
Do you remember that?) 
 
Interestingly, the Arabic version is prefaced by the markedly formal interrogative (polar) 
particle أ /a/ (Do/did, is/are, etc.), which was not used in any of the LIS interpretations. Its 
use is more than likely due to the use of MSA, which is the default code for writing. Due to 
their neutrality and non-conduciveness, polar interrogatives are not pragmatic equivalents 
of checking tags. Question (9) above enabled the lawyer to testify and the witness to ratify, 
whereas its Arabic counterpart made him asks a neutral question seeking an unbiased 
answer in the form of “yes” or “no”. As expected, the register is hyper-formal, indicated by 
the question particles أ /a/ (Do) and ام/maa/ (what), and therefore does not match that of the 
source question, which is phrased in a semi-formal style illustrated by, for instance, the use 
of the abbreviated tag form.  
 
In the LIS, the vast majority (90%) of checking tags were converted into invariant tags and 
only a few (5%) into declaratives appended by a polar interrogative tag. Question (vi) was 
interpreted in the Questionnaire as invariant tag questions most of the time (87.5%); and as 
declaratives tagged by a polar interrogative (12.5%.) In the LIS it was rendered accurately 
at a low rate (7.7%) by using invariant tag questions with expanded tags, but inaccurately 
at a markedly high rate (90%) as invariant question tags with reduced tags. This result was 
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unexpected, as it was anticipated that respondents would do better in the Questionnaire for 
reasons outlined previously. This reinforced the assumption that misinterpreting these 
questions is not necessarily caused by the pressure associated with issues of interpreting in 
real time, but by the interpreters’ unawareness of the pragmatic functions of the two 
subtypes of the tag question. 
 
6.4.1.3  Translation of invariant tag questions 
As anticipated, invariant tags proved to be a great deal easier to interpret in the 
Questionnaire than in LIS as outlined in Table 6.17. 
 
Table 6.17 Translation of invariant tags in LIS and the Questionnaire 
Question 
No. 
Question 
type 
LIS: 40 renditions Questionnaire: 40 renditions 
Accurate Inaccurate Accurate Inaccurate 
i Invariant tag 11 (55%) 9 (45%) 17 (85%) 3 (15%) 
ii Invariant tag 19 (95%) 1 (5%) 20 (100%) 0 (0%) 
Total 30 (75%) 10 (25%) 37 (92.5%) 3 (7.5%) 
 
While the difference between the overall renditions of both questions (i & ii) in the above 
table is noticeable: 75% in the LIS and 92.5%, the difference in the results of renditions of 
each question is marked. While the accuracy rate of translating (i) is 85% in the 
Questionnaire, it is only 55% in the LIS; although the score is better in the LIS for (ii), 
standing at 95%, it is 100% in the Questionnaire. This is consistent with the participants’ 
pattern of performing better in rendering easy question types in the Questionnaire than in 
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the LIS. In the Questionnaire, Question (i) was misinterpreted three times by rendering it 
twice (7.5%) into declaratives appended by polar multiple tags; and once (7.5%) into a 
polar question appended by an invariant tag, as demonstrated below.  
 
Example 3  (Qi) Yes, you recognise this as a letter you wrote to the defendant 
regarding the alleged arrears and the rental, is that right? 
 AR: قلعتي اميف هيلع يعدملل هتبتك تنأ يذلا باطخلا اذه ىلع فرعتت له ، معن
؟حيحص اذه له ؟ةموعزملا تارخأتملاب 
 BT: (Yes, do you recognize this letter which you wrote to the 
defendant regarding the alleged arrears? Is this correct?) 
 
In the source question, the lawyer makes a number of claims in the declarative segment 
and invites the witness to ratify them in the closing tag, with a bias for an affirmative 
answer. These are all missing in the Arabic version. In the rendition, the lawyer is making 
a neutral proposition while eliciting an un-biased answer. The polar question in the Arabic 
version renders the appended invariant tag superfluous because there is no interaction 
between the main question and the secondary question appended as a tag. The respondent 
has raised the register in the target language, despite being advised to interpret 
spontaneously. The chosen mode could well be explained by the fact that the default in 
writing is MSA, as previously mentioned. 
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Comparatively, Question (i) was misinterpreted 45% in LIS:  (intonational) polar questions 
(20%), polar questions (15%) and declaratives with polar tags (10%). As mentioned 
previously, question (ii) was rendered 100% accurately in the Questionnaire, and 95% 
accurately in the LIS where 5% was interpreted, as a negative polar interrogative. 
 
6.4.2 Translation of interrogative questions in the Questionnaire and 
spontaneous interpreting session 
 
Two modal and two polar question types from examination-in-chief were included in the 
Questionnaire, and each type had two questions (40 renditions each). Surprisingly, the 
overall translation results of the two question types showed that they were translated less 
accurately in the Questionnaire than in LIS, particularly modal questions, as outlined in 
Table 6.18 below. 
 
Table 6.18 Translation of non-leading questions in LIS and the Questionnaire 
Question 
type 
LIS Questionnaire 
No. of 
questions 
Accurate In-
accurate 
No. of 
questions 
Accurate In-
accurate 
Modal 
question 
40 29 
(72.5%) 
11 
(27.5%) 
40 19 
(47.5%) 
21 
(52.5%) 
Polar 40 33 7 (17.5%) 40 40 (100%) 0 (0%) 
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question (82.5%) 
Total 80 62 
(77.5%) 
18 
(22.5%) 
80 59 
(73.75%) 
21 
(26.25%) 
 
While respondents rendered the polar questions accurately, achieving 100% accuracy in 
the Questionnaire, their performance interpreting modal questions was evidently poorer as 
they scored only 47.5% accuracy compared to 72.5% in the LIS. Polar interrogatives were 
handled noticeably better in the Questionnaire (97.5%) than in the LIS (82.5%).  
 
In the following Section, the translation of the two question types will be analysed starting 
with modal questions.  
 
6.4.2.1 Translation of modal interrogatives 
It seems apparent that respondents did not benefit from the pressure-free setting of the 
Questionnaire. This is evident particularly in relation to modal interrogatives, which were 
mistranslated most of the time by converting them into wrong question types, mainly polar 
questions as tabulated below. 
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Table 6.19 Translation of modal interrogatives in LIS and the Questionnaire 
Question type LIS: 40 renditions Questionnaire: 40 
renditions 
Accurate Inaccurate Accurate Inaccurate 
Modal interrogative prefaced 
by modal verb نكمم ,ردقت  and 
كيف (can) 
25 
(62.5%) 
0 (0%) 18 (45%) 0 (0%) 
Imperative with politeness 
marker, e.g. كوجرأ (please) 
2 (5%) 0 (0%) 1 (2.5%) 0 (0%) 
Imperative 2 (5%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
Polar interrogative prefaced by 
formal expressions, e.g.   له
كنكمي (are you able to)           
0 (0%) 11 (27.5%) 0 (0%) 21 (52.5%) 
Total  29 
(72.5%) 
11 (27.5%) 19 
(47.5%) 
21 (52.5%) 
 
As shown in Table 6.19, the only incorrect strategy used in translating modal questions 
was converting them into polar questions prefaced by the formal (possibility-enquiring) 
interrogative phrases like كنكمي له (are you  able). This phrase was used to translate 52.5% 
of modal questions in the Questionnaire, and 27.5% in the LIS.  
 
Example 4 (Qvii): Yes, now, can you tell the court what happened?  
  AR:  ؟لصح يذلا ام ةمكحملل لوقت تنا كناكماب له نلاا ، معن 
BT: (Yes, now, would it be possible tell the court what occurred?) 
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The Arabic question is a polar question, pragmatically different from a modal question, 
and therefore it lacks the pragmatic property of making a polite request/command. As such 
the answer yielded by both questions would therefore be different, since the polar question 
would more likely produce either “yes” or “no”, while the modal question would produce a 
narrative answer. As in the previous renditions, the register of the Arabic question is more 
formal than the English question. The target question breached the register integrity 
through the use of a markedly formal, although not categorically hyper-formal, style. 
 
6.4.2.2 Translation of polar interrogatives    
Respondents performed better in handling the two polar questions in the survey by 
achieving an overall accuracy rate of 100%, compared to 82.5% in the LIS, as illustrated in 
Table 6.20.  
 
Table 6.20 Translation of polar interrogatives in LIS and the Questionnaire 
Question type LIS: 40 renditions Questionnaire: 40 
renditions 
Accurate Inaccurate Accurate Inaccurate 
Polar interrogative  33 (82.5%) 0 (0%) 32 (100%) 0 (0%) 
Modal question fronted by 
نكمم (Can) 
0 (0%) 4 (10%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
Negative polar interrogative 0 (0%) 3 (7.5%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 
Total  33 (82.5%) 7 (17.5%) 32 (100%) 0 (0%) 
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The unchallenging nature of polar questions accounted for the respondents’ markedly solid 
performance in translating them in the Questionnaire as well as in the LIS, although 
comparatively they performed better in the Questionnaire. In the LIS, participants rendered 
them accurately 82.5%, while 7.5% misinterpreted by converting them into modal 
questions and negative polar questions. Neither of these misinterpretations were duplicated 
in the Questionnaire where polar questions, were rendered 100% accurately.  
 
 
6.5 Summary 
This Chapter presented the results of a survey of Arabic professional interpreters in 
Australia. In the Section on discursive issues, it found that the majority of respondents 
employed ESA in interpreting the courtroom questions. It was also found that many 
respondents perceived accuracy to refer to the client’s comprehension of the courtroom 
register even if this required lowering the courtroom register, e.g. interpreting legal terms 
dialectically. Comparison of the overall results in translating the 10 questions by the same 
group of respondents showed that they only did marginally better in the Questionnaire than 
the LIS. This indicates that these questions are inherently difficult to interpret into Arabic, 
and their difficulty is not related to the setting or the mode of rendering but rather to their 
complex pragmatic characteristics, and the respondents’ unawareness of these 
characteristics.  
 
The findings of the present research will be discussed in the next Chapter.  
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Chapter 7. Findings and conclusion 
7.1 Introduction  
In this Chapter, the empirical findings pertinent to the participants’ interpretations of the 
taxonomy questions in the LIS will be discussed. The findings, pertaining to the answers 
to the first four questions (1-4) of the eight research questions, will be analysed first. This 
will be followed by the findings from the remaining three research questions (5, 6 and 7). 
Together, these findings will be used to analyse the two parts of the Questionnaire that 
relate to dialectal issues (i.e., the use of MSA and DA in interpreting the courtroom 
questions) and the respondents’ translations of the 10 taxonomy questions. The coping 
strategies used by participants in handling the taxonomy questions will be outlined and 
compared to the strategies suggested by the researcher in Chapter 3. A list of 
recommendations for the stakeholders will be provided. The Chapter concludes with the 
contribution of the present research to the profession, its limitations and suggestions for 
future research.  
 
7.2 Summary of the findings of the interpretations of the 
taxonomy questions 
The main empirical findings are Chapter-specific and are outlined in the respective 
empirical Chapters. In Chapter 5, the participants’ interpretations of the taxonomy 
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questions in the LIS were analysed and results discussed and tabulated. In Chapter 6, the 
respondents’ responses and their translations of the 10 taxonomy questions in the 
Questionnaire were analysed and results discussed and tabulated. I will, therefore 
summarise here the findings of the two empirical instruments separately, starting with 
those of the interpretations of the taxonomy questions. The findings of this instrument 
will be examination-specific. That is to say, the findings of the participants’ performance 
in rendering the taxonomy questions in the cross-examination will be summarised first 
(Section 7.2.1). The findings of the participants’ performance in rendering the taxonomy 
questions in the examination-in-chief will be summarised last (Section, 7.2.2). The 
summarisations of the findings will be linked back to the literature review, and, whenever 
appropriate, will be compared to those of Hale’s (2004) study.  
 
I shall also attempt to answer the study’s first four research questions (1-4) in light of 
these findings. In order to gain insight into the empirical findings, it is imperative to first 
illustrate the findings of the contrastive analysis conducted in Chapter 3 (Section, 3.5). 
This will assist us to devise strategies for the interpretation into Arabic of the problematic 
English question types, mainly leading questions.  
 
 7.2.1 The participants’ performances in interpreting cross-examination  
Overall, the findings suggest that often participants found most of the taxonomy 
questions, principally the leading questions, challenging to interpret accurately, which is 
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consistent with the results in Hale’s (2004) book (Throughout this Sub-section, unless 
stated otherwise, all references to Hale will be to this source) . They also demonstrate that 
interpreters used most of the coping strategies discussed in Chapter 3 (Section 3.5), 
particularly the ones suggested by the researcher, to accurately render the leading 
questions and modal interrogatives (Sub-sections 3.5.2.1-3.5.2.6). Lastly, the findings 
indicate that ESA was used in interpreting most of the taxonomy questions, particularly 
in the LIS. Following is a more in-depth discussion of these findings drawn from the 
research data, with examples to support the findings. 
 
1) How do Arabic interpreters interpret different question types asked in Australian 
courtrooms? 
The results of the Arabic interpretation of the taxonomy questions corroborate those of 
Hale’s book as well as those studies quoted previously (e.g., Berk-Seligson, 1999, 2002; 
Rigney, 1999). As the results of these studies did, the results of the present study revealed 
a systematic pattern of interpreting the coercive question types in cross-examination 
questions into less coercive types. This took various forms, for instance converting 
certain question types that were similar in form but different in pragmatic properties and 
functions. The results showed that some interpreters raised the source questions’ registers 
in some instances and lowered it in others. Below are some examples to support the 
point. 
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 As in Hale’s study, English prosodic questions were converted into polar 
interrogatives due to the deceptive similarity of the two question types as 
both are produced prosodically in English and Arabic (and Spanish). An 
example of this is question (Q26) in the taxonomy: “But you filled out the 
form on the 23rd/?”, which was rendered as polar interrogative in Arabic  
شلا نيرشعو ةثلاث يف ةرامتسلاا تيبعره\؟   (Did you fill out the form on 23 of the 
month/?). 
 English checking tag questions were interpreted as invariant tag questions 
in Arabic. For example, question (Q18) “See, you wanna get him in 
trouble, don’t you\?” was rendered as شم هببستزياع تنك ؟تفشهدك شم ،ةلك\؟  
(Did you see? you were wanting to cause him problems, isn’t this so/?). 
The same strategy was also used by the Spanish interpreters in Hale’s 
data. 
 CPPTQs were rendered as invariant tags as in question (Q7) “You’d see:n 
it\ befo:re, had/ you?” that was rendered as “ اذه له ؟كيه لبق تنا اهتف ش هآ
حيحص\؟ ” (Uh, you saw it before, is this correct/?).  There is a marked 
difference in handling this question types in this study and Hale’s (p. 52) 
book. In Hale, only a few questions (9%) were converted into invariant 
tags, as opposed to the majority in the present study (65%).   
 As validated in Chapter 2 (Section 2.4), participants observed the practice 
of raising the register into English using what Berk-Seligson (2002) 
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termed “hyper-forma” speech style. This is illustrated by the following 
example taken from the data: 
(Q17) “Well, you didn’t see the handle because there wasn’t any knife, 
isn’t that right?” 
AI:   لا ةيؤر عطتست نكت مل تنأ- ؟كلذك سيلأ ،نيكس ّيأ كانه نكي مل هنلأ  ك سم  ملا  هآ  
B: (You were not able to observe the- uh the handle because there was not 
any knife, was this not so?) 
 Although the register used in rendering English questions was not 
subjected to any thorough analysis in Hale’s study, it was still noticed that 
some Spanish interpreters lowered it in Spanish (pp. 82-83). Similarly, the 
register was lowered in Arabic, as in the following example: 
(Q30): You see, you and Oscar’s wife, had an argument back in February 
last year, is that right? (82)  
AI:  نيبو مكنيب ةقانخ يف ناك-مكنيب تناك  -إ :::إ ،راكسوأ تارم: ِو تنإتنإ  ّص ب 
شلا مكضعب-؟حيحص اد له ،تِتاف يللا ةنس  
BT: (Look, you you a:nd Oscar’s woman fi::: f-  was between you- you had 
a tiff with each other the yia-  year that  has gone by, is this correct?) 
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Participants’ choices, as in the three examples above, may be attributed to the fact that 
checking tags and CPPTQs tags are structurally similar in English because all three tag 
question categories have a host clause and a closing tag. They failed, however, to realise 
that these questions are pragmatically different in function and force, and, accordingly, 
CPPTQs and checking tag questions are more coercive. Their coerciveness results from 
the fact that CPPTQs express speaker attitudes and checking tag questions imply stronger 
assumptions when said with falling intonation. Similarly, English prosodic questions 
allow lawyers to phrase the evidence and seek biased answers; whereas the polar 
questions have a neutral proposition and seek an unbiased answer in form of yes/no 
response. Participants went up and down on the register scale. The informal register of a 
number of English questions was raised when interpreted into Arabic, which made these 
questions sound hyper-formal and bookish to a native Arabic speaker, as in the above 
example (Q17). The informal style of the original question is clearly manifested in the 
repetitive contractions “didn’t”, “wasn’t” and “isn’t”. The marked formality of the Arabic 
version was illustrated by expressions such as “you were able to”, “observe” and the tag 
“was this not so”. Conversely, some participants chose to lower the source questions’ 
registers when interpreted into Arabic, as in the example above (Q30). The moderately 
formal style of the English question is clear in words like “wife” and “argument”. 
Disregarding the manifestly powerless style - excessive hesitation and unidiomatic usage, 
the Arabic version was conspicuously colloquial. Words and expressions such as 
“woman” for “wife" and “tiff” for “argument” are a Levantine dialect, whereas the 
imperative “look” is an Egyptian dialect.  
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The response to the research question 2 below sheds light on the basis of the above 
problems. 
 
2) What sort of difficulties do Arabic interpreters encounter in attempting to render the 
courtroom questions? 
In rendering the 34 taxonomy questions of the cross-examination into Arabic, interpreters 
encountered a multitude of issues and challenges, including: 
 
 The lack of a correspondence between Arabic and English in question types and 
functions was the main source of difficulties the participants faced. It was also the 
main source of the same for the Spanish interpreters accounting for the 
misinterpretations of most of the leading questions in Hale’s study (and other 
research studies, e.g., Berk-Seligson, 1999; & Rigney, 1999). In the present study, 
the mismatch resulted in the misinterpretation of most of the leading questions 
into Arabic. Interpreters’ unawareness of the typological differences between the 
two languages in relation to the form, force and function of these question types 
contributed to the mis-inferencing and misinterpreting of these questions. 
 In certain leading question types, the implicit (intended) meaning is at variance 
with the explicit (semantic) meaning. This caused difficulties to most of the 
participants who were unable to infer correctly the intended meaning in order to 
convey it to Arabic. For example, the direct meaning of a prosodic question in 
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English is to seek a “yes” or “no” answer, but its pragmatic meaning is to express 
the speaker’s view about the addressee (Woodbury, 1984). This meaning, 
therefore, cannot be conveyed by a polar question, the question type many 
participants used to interpret prosodic questions, as their Spanish colleagues did in 
Hale’s book (p. 43). 
 Similarly, as indirect speech acts, modal questions function as commands whose 
force subtly influences the tenor of discourse, i.e., the situational relationship 
between the interactants. Similar to the Spanish interpreters in Hale’s study, many 
participants seemed to be unaware of this pragmatic aspect of modal questions, 
which accounted for their systematic conversion into different question types that 
do not encode politeness, requests or commands.  
 Register-related problems arose mainly from the diglossic nature of Arabic where 
DA is used for conversation and MSA for writing and formal communication. 
The problem with this is that neither is appropriate for interpreting courtroom 
questions, since MSA is too formal and DA is too informal. So, participants’ 
choices in using these two codes were likely motivated by their desire to maintain 
the formal register of the courtroom questions on the one hand, and their desire to 
facilitate communication on the other. Accordingly, they used MSA to achieve 
the required formality and DA to assist comprehension. Since Spanish is not a 
diglossic language, interpreters in Hale’s (1997) study went up and down the  
register scale for different considerations, e.g., to decrease the social/cultural 
distance, or to adhere to social norms (ibid, p. 49) 
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3) What strategies do Arabic interpreters employ to overcome the difficulties caused by 
different types of questions?   
Based on the results of the empirical study, only a few participants were able to employ 
successful coping strategies through which they were able to deliver the coerciveness of 
the source questions into the target language. It is worth mentioning that participants used 
most of the strategies discussed in Chapter 3 (Section 3.5.1), as well as those suggested 
by the researcher (Section 3.5.2). The only strategy that was not applied was the one 
suggested for interpreting CPPTQs, i.e., the use of a declarative fronted by a pragmatic 
marker and aided by prosody. An example of this strategy is the rendition  اللهو !اق: هتلب
/ةفدصـلاب (REALLY! you me:t him by a:ccident\.) for the source question (Q6) “You me:t 
him\ by a:ccident, did/ you?”. Participants were equally unable to devise any other 
successful strategies to render this question type. This can be attributed to the complex 
pragmatics of the CPPTQs and participants’ unawareness of it. However, participants 
were able to generate pragmatic equivalence interpreting other coercive types of leading 
questions. The successful strategies used by the interpreters are summarised below.  
 
 By utilising the expanded renditions strategy (Wadensjo¨, 1998), the 
participants succeeded to produce pragmatic equivalence for checking tags by 
interpreting them as invariant tag questions with extended tags. This is the 
same strategy suggested by the researcher (Chapter 3, Section 3.5.2). An 
example of this rendition is this Arabic version: ،يشلاه لك فلأتب تنا -لوقت تنا 
 ؟/لا لااو يشلاه طوبظم (You say- you’re making this all up, is this RIGHT, or it’s 
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not\?), which is an accurate rendition of the original question (Q13) “You say 
-you’re making this all up, aren’t you\?”. Although the expanded renditions 
strategy has been used in some of the studies quoted throughout the thesis, it 
has not been applied to interpreting checking tags by converting them into 
invariant tag questions with expanded tags. It seems, therefore, this 
application is a language-specific uniquely suitable for Arabic.      
 The use of PMs to preface declaratives to interpret prosodic questions, which do 
not have matching forms or structures in Arabic. An example of this is question 
(Q26) in the taxonomy: “But you filled out the form on the 23rd/?”, which was 
rendered asرهشلا نيرشعو ةثلاث يف ةرامتسلاا تيبع تنأ نكل   (But you filled out the form 
on 23 of the month). This rendition is accurate because it retained the contrastive 
pragmatic marker but and added the second person pronoun تنأ (you) for 
emphasis, which is already embedded in the expression تيبع (you filled out). This 
strategy was not used by the interpreters in any of the studies quoted. 
 A number of Arabic expressions including كلوقأ (I say to you) were used with 
emphasis to interpret the “I put it to you” declarative. Through the strategic use of 
the stress, either on the presumptive pronoun “I” or the verb “say” depending on 
the formation of the English question, participants were able to generate 
pragmatic equivalence especially the implicature (of accusation) embedded in the 
English expression. Since Hale has not analysed Spanish renditions of the English 
clause, it is not possible to know how the Spanish interpreters rendered it.  
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 The use of imperatives, with or without politeness markers, in rendering the 
English modal interrogatives, which is the application of Gile’s (1995) strategy of 
reconstruction discussed in Chapter 3 (Section 3.5.1). An example of this is the 
rendition of the Question 7 in the examination-in-chief  “Can you describe it to 
the court?”, which was interpreted as  هفصوأ ةمكحملل(تحمسول)  (Describe to the court 
(if you please)). This strategy enabled participants to disambiguate the question 
type from being indirect speech act to a direct(ive) speech act. This is the same 
tactic used by some participants in Hale’s book and was assessed as accurate by 
her mainly due to the fact that imperatives in Spanish (as in Arabic) do not imply 
impoliteness.  
 Interpreting certain English question types by converting them into Arabic 
question types that have similar pragmatic features. This strategy was used 
effectively in interpreting the following English question types into Arabic: 
i) English prosodic questions’ illocutionary force was successfully preserved 
in Arabic when they were converted into invariant tags with the aid of 
prosody including loudness and stress. An example of this is the rendition 
of this question (Q27) “Right, uh, well you accept that you filled out the 
form on the 23
rd/?” which was interpreted تيبع تنأ ّكنإ قفاوتب نكل ،بيط
 ،نيرشعو ةثلاث موي ةرامتسلأاطوبظم\؟  (Alright, but you accept that you filled out 
the form on the 23
rd, RIGHT/?”. What made this more coercive is the use 
of the emphasis in using the second person and the loudness in voicing the 
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tag. This interpreting tactic has not been used in any of the studies 
consulted including Hale’s research. 
ii) English simple statements were pragmatically interpreted as invariant tag 
questions with rising tone on the closing tag seeking the witness’ 
agreement. Seeking the witness’ agreement is usually the purpose of using 
simple statements to express given facts. An example of this is the 
question (Q 5) “And Mr Rix made these arrangements for you to find your 
car at Goulburn” which was rendered as   ىتح تابيترتلا هذه كلمع سكير ديسلاو 
قلاتحص ،نربلوج يف كترايس ي\؟  (And Mr Rix made these arrangements for you 
to find your car at Goulburn, correct/?). This strategy too was not used by 
the Spanish interpreters in any of the studies cited including that of Hale, 
perhaps for the same reason mentioned in (i) above.  
iii) In some instances, modal interrogatives were used to interpret certain 
English polar questions that functioned as requests and not as controlling 
devices seeking yes/no answers. This is illustrated by the rendition of this 
question (Q14) “Now, just pause there, do you remember what month of 
the year 1992 it was?”. This question was rendered as  نكمم ،ّيوش فقو و هآ
 هآ نم هأ هآ نم رهش يأب رّكزتت2991   (Uh ha hang on a bit, can you remember in 
what month from uh uh from uh 1992?), which is expected to provoke the 
same answer (i.e. giving the name of the month). The rendition of this 
question was not analysed by Hale and, therefore, there is no way to know 
whether this strategy was also used by the Spanish interpreters.  
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In terms of register, most of the participants were able to manage the dialectal variations 
skilfully and maintained a balance between the naturalness of speech and the formality of 
speech in Arabic. With ESA, which was proposed as the appropriate speech style based 
on Mitchell’s (1986) conceptualization (Chapter 2, Section 2.3.1.1), they managed to 
preserve the register of most of the original questions. This is illustrated by the following:  
 
 (Q5): And Mr Rix made these arrangements for you to find your car at Goulburn 
 AI: و ىتح تابيترتلا هذه كلمع سكير ديسلايقلات نربلوج يف كترايس  
 BT: (And Mr Rix made these arrangements for you so as to find your car at 
Goulburn) 
  
Through the informed use of ESA, the participant was able to achieve intelligibility, 
naturalness of speech and the formality of the original courtroom question.  
 
4) Do Arabic interpreters interfere with the pragmatics of the courtroom questions? 
Corroborating those of Hale’s and other consulted studies (e.g., Berk-Seligson, 2002; 
Rigney, 1999), the results have shown that participants interfered with the pragmatics of 
courtroom questions, mainly by lowering their coerciveness more often than raising it 
(Table 8.1 below). This was manifested in the rendering of most of leading questions as 
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interrogatives and converting certain coercive leading question types into less coercive 
leading question types. The findings are outlined below. 
i) CPPTQs were interpreted into a number of different questions types that 
were less coercive, including invariant tags into which the majority of 
CPPTQs were converted.  
ii) Similarly, checking tags were changed into invariant tag questions with 
reduced tags, simple statements and polar interrogatives. 
iii) Questions prefaced by the “I put it to you” expression were converted into 
simple statements fronted by certain Arabic expressions like كلوقأ (I say to 
you), uttered with a flat tone.   
iv) The English prosodic questions were made into polar questions, probably 
owing to their identical form, as the two question types were produced 
prosodically in both languages.   
v) The moderate coerciveness of certain invariant tag questions in the data, 
due to the falling intonation, was reduced when they were converted into 
polar questions and simple statements. 
 
As mentioned previously, participants also raised the coerciveness as well as controlling 
level of a limited number of the taxonomy questions in Arabic, which is in line with the 
practice of the Spanish interpreters in Hale’s book. This happened when the 
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interrogatives were converted into either leading questions (e.g. tag questions), or 
interrogatives that were more controlling (e.g. modal question into polar questions). The 
following is an overview of these instances.  
i) A number of modal questions were converted into polar interrogatives, 
which are more controlling because they are closed-ended and imply no 
politeness. The majority of these polar questions were prefaced by 
interrogative expressions like كناكمإب له (are you able). 
ii) Although simple statements share some pragmatic features with invariant 
tags (e.g. stating force), they lack the asking force of invariant tags, hence 
their weaker illocutionary force. However, some participants disregarded 
this pragmatic difference and rendered simple statements as invariant tags, 
raising in the process their level of coerciveness. However, a number of 
participants interfered in the pragmatic properties of simple statements in a 
different way by converting them into polar interrogatives. This made the 
target questions more controlling and constraining than the original 
questions.  
iii) In some instances, polar interrogatives were made more coercive in Arabic 
in two different ways. The first, when they were converted into invariant 
tags, whose coerciveness stems from their answer-expectation. The 
second, when they were changed into negative polar questions, which 
presuppose and orient the witness to give a particular answer. 
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Table 7.1 Interpreters’ interference in the pragmatics of the taxonomy questions in cross-
examination 
Question type in 
English   
Question type used in Arabic  English questions’ 
coerciveness/control 
Lowered  Raised  
CPPTQ Invariant tag question   √ - 
Polar interrogative   √ - 
Polar interrogative + polar tag  √ - 
Checking tag 
question 
 Invariant tag question with reduced tag    √ - 
Simple statement   √ - 
Polar interrogative    √ - 
“I put it to you 
that” declaratives 
كلوقأ  without stress    √ - 
Invariant tag  √ - 
هحرتقأ يِّلا √ - 
Prosodic question Polar interrogative √ - 
Invariant tag Polar interrogative  √ - 
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question   
Simple statement  √ - 
Modal 
interrogative 
Polar interrogative prefaced by نكمي له, 
كناكمإب له, etc. 
- √ 
Polar 
interrogative 
Modal interrogative  √ - 
Invariant tag question  - √ 
Negative polar interrogative  - √ 
Simple statement Polar interrogative   - √ 
Total = 17 13 (76%) 4 
(24%) 
 
 Participants’ interference in the pragmatics of courtroom questions was not limited to the 
cross-examination questions, but it was extended to the examination-in-chief questions, 
albeit at a markedly lower percentage, as outlined in the next Section. 
 
7.2.2  The participants’ performances in interpreting examination-in-
chief questions  
Each of the four research questions will also be answered in light of the results of 
participants’ performance in interpreting the examination-in-chief questions. This is the 
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same method used to respond to the research questions in relation to the results of the 
interpretation of the cross-examination questions 
1) How do Arabic interpreters interpret different question types asked in Australian 
courtrooms? 
In contrast to handling the cross-examination questions, participants converted most of 
the examination-in-chief questions into question types of the same form and force, which 
is the same strategy used by the Spanish interpreters in Hale’s book (p. 56).  However, in 
three instances participants converted source questions into question types that have the 
same form, but different force. Examples of this were converting modal interrogatives 
into polar interrogatives prefaced by the expressions نكمم له (is it possible) and  له
عيطتست/ردقت  (are you able). These were the most favoured strategies as opposed to those 
preferred by the Spanish interpreters in Hale’s book (p. 56), who interpreted most of 
modal questions into wh-questions. The least preferred technique was interpreting polar 
interrogatives as negative polar interrogatives, which occurred in three renditions out of 
40.  
 
Participants’ mishandling of the three question types into Arabic reflected their 
unawareness of the functions of these questions in both English and Arabic. For example, 
the modal question in English (Q3) “Yes, now, can you tell the court what happened?” is 
an open-ended question expecting a narrative answer. Conversely, the Arabic version “ هآ
؟لصح يذلا ام ةمكحملل لوقت نأ كتعاطتساب له ،نلآا” (Uh, now, are you able to tell the court what 
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happened?) is a close-ended question meant to limit the answer to only yes/no and imply 
no politeness. Similarly, the (positive) polar question (Q10) in the taxonomy “Well, is it 
correct that you have no previous convictions?” is functionally different from the 
negative polar interrogative “؟قباوس ّيأ كدنع ام تنا وّنإ حيحص شم   -حيحص هآ  ” (Uh is it correct 
if- isn’t it correct that you don’t have any criminal history?) in the Arabic version. The 
English question, although highly controlling, is by no means coercive due to its neutral 
proposition seeking unbiased “yes” or “no” answer. The Arabic question, on the other 
hand, is highly coercive because of its presupposition and the biased orientation toward a 
certain answer. Due to its leading qualities, this type of question is not allowed in 
examination-in-chief. 
 
2) What sort of difficulties do Arabic interpreters encounter in attempting to render the 
courtroom questions?  
Although most of the examination-in-chief questions were rendered accurately, modal 
interrogatives, and to a markedly lesser extent polar interrogatives, proved to be 
problematic. These problems are summarised below. 
i) As requestive speech acts, modal questions function not only as polite 
commands but also as pragmatic devices to reflect the lawyer’s trust in the 
witness in examination-in-chief. This displayed trust is meant to boost the 
credibility of the witness and facilitate the lawyer’s building of a credible 
“story”. The pragmatic aspects of modal questions seem to be unknown to 
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the participants who, like their Spanish colleagues in Hale’s book (p. 56), 
converted them into different question types that do not encode these 
characteristics.  
ii) Despite having a direct equivalent in Arabic, polar question type caused 
some difficulties for a limited number of participants. The difficulties 
were principally related to this question’s controlling quality. The question 
types into which polar questions were converted, e.g. modal questions, 
lack these pragmatic features. Neither Hale nor other researchers, whose 
studies quoted earlier, analysed the renditions of this question type. 
 
3) What strategies do Arabic interpreters employ to overcome the difficulties caused by 
different types of questions? 
Participants found examination-in-chief questions less challenging mainly because of 
their interrogative mood. The exception was modal question type, which caused some 
difficulties on account of their cross-cultural qualities as requests and/or polite 
commands. In an attempt to transfer the illocutionary force of making commands implied 
in modal interrogatives, participants used a number of coping strategies discussed in 
Chapter 3 (Section 3.5.2). The following is a summarised overview of the findings. 
i) Participants applied two coping strategies (discussed in Chapter 3, Section 
3.5) to render modal questions accurately into Arabic. The most preferred 
one was the form-based interpreting strategy (Chapter 3, Section 3.5.1) 
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through which participant used the same (interrogative) form in Arabic to 
render the English question type. This was formed by the use of the Arabic 
modal verb نكمم (can/could), or its dialectal variant of كيف, prefacing a 
declarative to form an interrogative. This formation maintained both the 
force (command) and the form (interrogative) in addition to the sense of 
politeness, resulting in an accurate rendition. For example, the modal 
questions “Yes, now, can you tell the court what happened?” was rendered 
interrogatively as ؟لصح يللا شيإ ةمكحملل لوقت نكمم ،نيحلاه ،هويأ (Yeah, now, 
can you tell the court what happened?). The second preferred tactic was to 
reconstruct the source question in the target language (for this strategy 
see, Chapter 3, Section 3.5.1). English modal questions were reformulated 
declaratively via the use of imperatives with/out politeness markers such 
as تحمسول (if you please), and its variants. An example of renditions that 
used the polite marker is this one:   يشلاه ىلع علطتاتحمسول ةعرسب  (Look at 
this thing quickly, if you please), which is the rendition of (Q6) “Can you 
look at that quickly?”. The same strategy was also used without the 
politeness marker as in the rendition  ةمكحملل هفصوا   (Describe it to the 
court) as an interpretation of the question (Q7) “Can you describe it to the 
court?”. Both ways of interpreting modal questions succeeded in 
maintaining the sense of command, but only the former conveyed the 
sense of politeness. Nevertheless, more than a third of modal questions 
were misinterpreted by being converted into question types that were 
pragmatically different, e.g. polar interrogatives. 
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ii) Due to the availability of a direct equivalent in Arabic, polar question type 
posed slight difficulty. In some instances, participants creatively used 
modal questions to render certain polar questions that were used 
contextually, as requests. This indicated that some participants were able 
to see through the grammatical form of the question type and infer its 
pragmatic meaning. 
 
4) Do Arabic interpreters interfere with the pragmatics of the courtroom questions? 
As they did with the cross-examination questions, participants interfered with the 
pragmatic properties of the examination-in-chief questions, albeit to a markedly limited 
degree. The difference, however, was that in the examination-in-chief participants often 
raised the control level in Arabic. The question types most affected were modal 
questions, followed by polar questions. This finding is at variance with the results of 
Hale’s book (p. 56) where modal questions were converted mostly to equally less 
controlling types, such as wh-questions, and limitedly to controlling ones like polar 
questions. The following is a summary of the findings in relation to the research question 
4 above. 
i) Almost half of the polar interrogatives in the Arabic versions were 
prefaced by the ability-enquiring or possibility-enquiring expressions such 
as عيطتست له and كنكمي له (are you able) respectively. As has been claimed 
in other studies (e.g., Rigney, 1999, p. 96), changing modal questions into 
questions that are politeness-neutral and more controlling in Arabic may 
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potentially have a negative effect on the lawyer’s questioning strategy. For 
example, the absence of politeness may make maintaining a cooperative 
and friendly relationship with the witness harder. The controlling quality 
of polar interrogatives is likely to result in eliciting answers that were not 
expected. This could be interpreted by the court as an irresponsiveness that 
in turn could harm the witness’ credibility and cast doubt on their 
evidence. 
ii) Polar interrogative questions are controlling by definition, however, 
participants changed the pragmatics of a small numbers of these questions 
by making them more coercive in Arabic. This occurred when they were 
converted into negative polar questions. Although both are polar 
questions, negative polar questions are highly coercive due to their 
answer-expectation, and the ability to express the speaker attitudes 
(Chapter 3, Section, 3.5). For this reason, this question type is strictly 
avoided in examination-in-chief. 
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Table 7.2 Interpreters’ interference in the pragmatics of the taxonomy questions in 
examination-in-chief 
Question type 
used in English  
Question type  use in Arabic  English questions’ 
coerciveness/ control 
  Lowered  Raised  
Modal 
interrogative 
Polar interrogative fronted by له 
نكمم/عيطتست/ردقت  
- √ 
Polar interrogative - √ 
Polar 
interrogative 
Negative polar interrogatives - √ 
Total = 3 0 (0%) 3 (100%) 
 
The preceding Section has discussed the first four research questions in light of the 
findings of the participants’ interpretations of the taxonomy questions and their treatment 
of register in LIS. Following is a summary of the Questionnaire findings. 
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7.3 Summary of the Questionnaire findings 
The Questionnaire findings will be outlined below in two parts. The first part will present 
the findings of the respondents’ feedback from answers to a series of questions pertaining 
to dialectal issues, e.g. the use of MSA, and ESA in the courtroom interpreting and the 
issues arising from it including comprehension difficulties. The second part will present 
the findings of the respondents’ translations of the 10 taxonomy questions included in the 
survey. Answers to the study’s last three research questions (5-7) will be provided in light 
of these findings follow. 
 
7.3.1 Respondents’ feedback on the linguistic and pragmatic issues 
The findings of the respondents’ feedback on the linguistic issues noted in the 
Questionnaire are presented in an attempt to answer research questions 5, 6 and 7. 
 
5) Does the diglossic nature of Arabic, as manifested in its two varieties of MSA and DA, 
contribute to the difficulties involved in interpreting the courtroom questions? 
The main findings are summarised below: 
i) Although the majority of respondents believed that MSA matched the 
formal language of the courtroom, they largely used ESA. To a lesser 
degree, they also used DA with its peculiarities and colloquialisms. To a 
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much lesser degree, they used MSA, demonstrated in responses to 
question (5) in the Questionnaire (Chapter 7). This contradiction between 
their perception and their practice reflects the difficulty of working 
between Arabic as a diglossic language and English as non-diglossic one. 
It also reflects the dilemma respondents faced when attempted to resolve 
two seemingly incompatible objectives: comprehension and naturalness of 
speech, and the accuracy of register. In an attempt to achieve the first 
objective, respondents ignored the source question’s register by lowering 
it in the target language. They did this by, for instance, rendering legal 
terms dialectally, reflected in their answer to question (14) of the 
Questionnaire. Being aware of this dilemma, the majority of respondents 
tended to use ESA, as their answer to question (6) indicated. Some 
respondents also used it often in their interpretations of the taxonomy 
question (Chapter 5).  
ii) Despite their perception that MSA is an equal match to the courtroom 
register (question (11) in the Questionnaire, Chapter 7), respondents used 
it occasionally. Only one respondent used it consistently. Here, source 
questions, phrased in natural conversational English, were changed in 
Arabic into questions that sounded unnatural, bookish and stilted. This 
handling of the source questions’ style amounted to a breach of accuracy 
of register as discussed in Chapter 2 (Sections, 2.3 & 2.4). 
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iii) Responses to question (5) in the Questionnaire (Chapter 7), demonstrated 
that MSA is inappropriate for interpreting the courtroom questions, as it 
sounds unnatural, and may cause comprehension difficulties for the poorly 
educated witnesses. 
iv) The majority of respondents in their answers to question (6) indicated that 
they use ESA to achieve two objectives. Firstly, they use it as an 
accommodative speech style to manage the dialectal variations. Secondly, 
they use it as a medium through which the naturalness of speech and the 
formality of the courtroom register can be maintained. 
 
6) Do the dialectal variations between the interpreters’ dialect and that of the clients 
cause any comprehension difficulties? 
i) In their answer to question (2) (Chapter 6, Section 6.3) the majority of 
respondents stated that their respective native dialects caused 
comprehension difficulties for clients of different dialects. However, in 
their answers to question (3) they selected vocabulary and pronunciation 
as the main source of these difficulties. 
ii) Dialectal variations do not only cause comprehension problems to Arabic 
clients but also to interpreters. In responding to question (8), about a 
quarter of the respondents indicated that they do not interpret for clients 
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speaking certain dialects, e.g. Moroccan and Algerian. That is due to 
these dialects’ lexical as well as phonological peculiarities.  
 
7) What strategies do Arabic interpreters employ to overcome the difficulties arise from 
the dialectal variations? 
These difficulties often arise when the respondent’s dialect is different to the witness’. 
The majority of respondents (91%) in their response to question (6) mentioned that they 
use ESA as an accommodative speech style that solves most of the inter-dialectal 
problems of comprehension. That is because ESA, according to the respondents, is easy 
to understand by clients and easy to use by respondents since it lacks the complex 
grammar of MSA and the peculiar phonology and vocabulary of DA. Therefore, when 
these dialectal idiosyncrasies caused difficulties to respondents, they indicated in their 
response to question (4) that would mainly use the two accommodative strategies 
outlined below. 
i) The most preferred strategy was asking the client to clarify, repeat or 
rephrase directly. 
ii) The second preferred strategy was to seek the court’s permission before 
approaching the witness. 
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7.3.2 Findings of the respondents’ performance in translating the 10 
taxonomy questions 
The respondents’ performance in translating the 10 taxonomy questions in the 
Questionnaire varied from one question type to another. In line with the results in Hale’s 
study, most of the non-leading questions were translated accurately, whereas the majority 
of the leading questions were mistranslated as they were converted into a variety of 
question types pragmatically different in function and force. The findings of respondents’ 
treatment of these questions are summarised below. 
 
i) Two coercive CPPTQs tags were mistranslated by being changed into 
question types that were markedly less coercive such as invariant tags, 
polar questions and declarative tagged by polar interrogatives. 
ii) Most respondents converted the two checking tags into invariant tags with 
reduced tags, and, to a lesser degree, into simple statements appended by 
polar interrogative tags. Since the two strategies failed to produce 
pragmatic equivalence, the Arabic versions lacked the coerciveness of the 
source questions. As such, they failed to convey the intended meaning as 
demonstrated in Chapter 3 (Section, 3.6). 
iii) Some invariant tags were also misinterpreted when they were changed into 
simple statements with polar tags as well as polar questions appended by 
invariant tags. These two strategies failed to produce pragmatic 
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equivalence because they did not allow the lawyer to testify and the 
witness to ratify. This is mainly due to the linguistic incongruousness 
between the two parts of the question, i.e., host clause and the tag. 
iv) Modal questions were the only non-leading questions that were 
misinterpreted in the Questionnaire. They were converted into polar 
questions prefaced by polar interrogative formulas such as عيطتست له (are 
you able). In LIS, the two questions were also misinterpreted as polar 
questions fronted by the same expressions 
 
By translating the taxonomy questions in the survey into different question types, 
respondents interfered with the pragmatic properties of these questions. Apart from a few 
instances, the coerciveness or control level of the source questions was reduced in the 
target language. 
 
7.4  Coping strategies and recommendations 
The findings discussed in the preceding Sections (7.2.1 and 7.3.2) confirm that the 
participants in the LIS and the respondents to the Questionnaire performed poorly in their 
interpreting and translation of the leading questions used in cross-examination. This is 
alarming given that the misinterpretation of these questions is likely to jeopardise the 
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case of the cross-examining defence or prosecutor, and consequently may have far-
reaching implications for those involved, particularly the litigants.  
Since research question (8) below, pertains to the findings of the study in its entirety, 
including the two major components of the taxonomy questions and the survey, it is 
responded to separately. 
 
8) What other alternative, theory-based recommendations and research-informed 
strategies can be suggested by the present research? 
Out of the nine question types in the taxonomy, four are leading questions that have no 
direct equivalents in Arabic. These are the “I put it to you” declarative, CPPTQ, checking 
tag question and prosodic question types. It was hypothesised that these types would be 
challenging to interpret accurately into Arabic. This, therefore, made it imperative to 
devise a set of coping strategies, all based on research and informed by the relevant 
theories. These strategies were then used to produce pragmatic equivalence for the four 
types. These are outlined below. 
 
7.4.1 Coping strategy to accurately interpret CPPTQs 
This strategy takes into account the unique pragmatic properties of CPPTQs. As 
discussed in Chapter 3 (3.4.1.2), CPPTQs are used in the courtroom as commentaries 
expressing the questioner’s attitude toward the speaker. This requires repeating part of 
Chapter 7  Accuracy of Court Interpreting 
264 
the speaker’s previous utterance that constitutes the focus of the questioner’s attitude, e.g. 
sarcasm or surprise. The repetition does not imply the speaker’s agreement with the 
addressee’s proposition rather it implies ridicule to discredit them by casting doubt on the 
proposition of their answer. Based on the analysis of Kimps and Davidse (2008, p.700) 
and as explained in detail in Chapter 3 (Section, 3.5.2.1), the best way to render CPPTQs 
into Arabic is to use appropriate pragmatic markers to front a declarative statement. The 
statement must contain the source question’s attitudinal words and uttered with the 
appropriate prosodic cues as illustrated by following rendition. 
 
(Q6): You me:t him\ by a:ccident, did/ you?    
PR: /ةفدصـلاب هتلب:اق !اللهو 
REALLY! you me:t him by a:ccident\. 
 
The implied attitude of sarcasm was explicated in the target language with a declarative 
fronted by a pragmatic marker. Both the initial pragmatic marker, اللهو (Really), and the 
attitudinal words in the declarative are voiced in a way that has communicated the 
implied meaning. For example, the PM is voiced loudly, while the emotion-expressing 
words of “meet” and “accident” are uttered with a vowel prolongation in tandem with a 
stress, respectively. The same strategy can also be used to express other attitudes 
provided the correct pragmatic and prosodic markers are used. 
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7.4.2 Coping strategy to accurately interpret checking tag questions 
As per the discussion on this question type in Chapter 3 (Section 3.4.1.1), the 
coerciveness of checking tags stems from their ability to present stronger assumptions in 
the declarative passed on as given facts due to the falling intonation on the closing tag. 
Since the illocutionary force is determined by the interaction between the declarative and 
the closing tag, interpreting it into an invariant tag with a reduced tag does not produce a 
pragmatic equivalence. Pragmatic equivalence can only be produced if the invariant tags, 
readily available in Arabic, are used with an expanded tag and voiced with suitable 
prosodic cues (discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.5.2.3). The expanded tag adds a degree 
of coerciveness to the question by putting more pressure on the addressee to agree with 
the proposition in the declarative. The following rendition taken from the data 
demonstrates this. 
 
(Q13): You say -you’re making this all up, aren’t you\? 
 PR:   ؟لا لااو يشلاهطوبظم ،يشلاه لك فلأتب تنأ-لوقت تنا  
BT: (You say- you’re making this all up, isn’t this RIGHT, or not\?) 
 
The lexical supplement يشلاهلا لااو (Lit. “this (thing), or not?”) together with the use of 
stress, loudness and the falling tone on the tag added more emphasis. This result 
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turned the target question coercive and capable of expressing the illocutionary force of 
the source question. 
 
7.4.3 Coping strategy to accurately interpret prosodic questions 
The English prosodic question type is a leading question because it enables the lawyer to 
phrase the evidence and express an attitude, e.g. blame. As mentioned earlier, Arabic has 
no direct equivalent for this question type. Therefore, the most effective strategy to 
generate pragmatic equivalence is to use a declarative statement with a pragmatic maker, 
placed initially, as explained in Chapter 3 (Section, 3.5.2.4). Since these questions 
express emotions, the same strategy used for interpreting CPPTQs could also be used in 
rendering prosodic questions. This strategy is to use suitable prosodic markers when 
uttering the declarative as well as the initial pragmatic marker. The syntax disambiguates 
the implicature of prosodic questions type and explicates its meaning as demonstrated by 
the following rendition from the research. 
 
(Q22): Uhm, well when you filled out the insurance claim, your WIFE did that on 
your behalf/? 
 PR:  /كنع ةباين هتبع كتجوز ،ينيمأتلا قاقحتسلاا بلط تيبع تنا امل ينعي هآ 
BT: (Uh, so when you filled out the insurance claim application, your WIFE did it 
on your behalf\.) 
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The pragmatic equivalence was produced by the use of both the pragmatic marker  ينعي 
(so) fronting a declarative statement combined with the prosodic markers of stress and 
loudness. Although other Arabic pragmatic markers such as   ّاذا (then) may also be used, 
ينعي (so) was the closest in implicature to the source PM. That is because the marker ينعي 
(so) is adversarial in Arabic to initiate disagreement and qualify the speaker’s opinion (al-
Bataineh, 2012). It is also used to maintain topic continuity (Owens & Rockwood, 2008), 
which is the function it is performing here because the English question is one of eight 
questions revolving around the same topic. 
 
7.4.4 Coping strategy to accurately interpret the “I put it to you” 
declaratives 
It has been validated in Chapter 3 (3.4.1.3) that there is no syntactic structure in Arabic 
that encodes the “I put it to you” clause’s implicature of accusation as well as the 
lawyer’s desire of presenting an alternative version of evidence. As demonstrated in 
Chapter 3 (Section 3.5.2.5), pragmatic equivalence can be produced successfully in 
Arabic through the use of certain expressions, namely كلوقأ (I say to you) and كيلع هحرطأ (I 
suggest to you). These expressions are varyingly less coercive than the English ones,  
therefore, they have to be emphasised in order to denote the sense of accusation, as in the 
following example. 
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(Q19) See, what I’m putting to you is that you were yelling and screaming on the 
ground, at this stage. 
PR: تقولاه يف  ضرلأا ىلع خّرصتو قعّزتب تنك كنإ وه كل هلوقأ انأ يللإ عقاولا يف  
BT: (A::ctually, what I say to you is that you were YELLING and SCREAMING 
on the ground, at this time.) 
 
In the above rendition, the combination of the “I say to you” clause voiced with the stress 
marker on the resumptive pronoun “I”, and the loudness on the attitudinal expressions, 
has successfully maintained the source question’s argumentativeness.  
 
It is worth mentioning that participants applied certain strategies, discussed in Chapter 3 
(Section 3.5.1), and three out of four strategies proposed by the researcher (see Chapter 3, 
Section 3.5 for a detailed analysis of these strategies). The three strategies were used to 
interpret checking tags, prosodic questions and the “I put it to you” formula at varying 
degrees of success as outlined in Table 7.3, below. The only strategy not applied by the 
participants was the one used to pragmatically interpret CPPTQs into Arabic. 
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Table 7.3 Suggested strategies for interpreting cross-examination questions 
English 
question 
type 
Suggested strategies Strategies applied  
by participants  
Yes No No. & % 
CPPTQs Declarative prefaced by appropriate  
pragmatic marker and aided by prosodic 
markers 
- √ 0 (0%) 
Checking 
tags 
Host clause appended by an expanded 
invariant tag  
√ - 17 (7.7%) 
Prosodic 
questions 
Declarative prefaced by appropriate 
pragmatic marker and aided by prosodic 
markers 
√ - 16 (40%) 
I put it to 
you 
The clause كلوقأ  (I say to you) with a stress √ - 10 
(22.50%) 
 
In the previous Section answers to the eight research questions have been provided in 
light of the results of the taxonomy questions and the Questionnaire. The following is a 
list of recommendations outlining the contributions made by this study, and suggestions 
for further research. 
 
7.5 Recommendations for stakeholders 
The following recommendations have emerged from the research findings. 
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7.5.1 Recommendations for interpreter training and accreditation 
Tertiary institutions teaching and training court interpreters are recommended to be aware 
of the specific features of the courtroom discourse identified in this study. This awareness 
should be reflected in the university courses, short and field-specific training or 
professional development workshops. Universities, therefore, need to incorporate in their 
respective undergraduate and postgraduate curricula a specialized training in court/legal 
interpreting for community languages that are in high demand such as Arabic. The 
training is to be informed by theory with special focus on the pragmatic theories 
discussed in this study. The training should be conducted by suitably qualified educators 
with adequate practical skills, interpreting experience and theoretical knowledge. 
Training should involve interpreting of courtroom questions in mock trials/hearings 
where practising or trainee lawyers play the role(s) of the interrogating counsel in both 
cross-examination and examination-in-chief. It is suggested this should always be 
followed by a discussion on different aspects of the trial/hearing including the lawyer’s 
use of different types of questions and the way they were interpreted. A monitoring 
system should also be put in place and rigorously implemented in order to support the 
new graduates and guide them after graduation.    
 
It is also recommended that universities should devise a standardized assessment and 
accreditation mechanism to replace the outdated, inadequate one used by NAATI. 
NAATI’s benchmark is inappropriate because it is generic in nature and does not require 
any prior interpreting training. As such, NAATI’s Professional Level (formerly Level 3) 
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does not functionally guarantee the level of competence required for courtroom 
interpreting. However, interpreters’ pre-service training cannot and should not be 
divorced from the issue of pay, and, therefore, it is essential that the pay rate should 
effectively commensurate with the interpreters’ training and qualifications. In other 
words, academically qualified interpreters should be entitled to a higher rate than those 
with only NAATI accreditation or recognition. Mainly via the financial incentive, current 
and future interpreters will have the motivation to obtain certification through formal 
education instead of obtaining it in a matter of hours by sitting for NAATI examination.  
 
7.5.2 Recommendations for courts  
The results of the present study convincingly show that the court interpreting is a 
complex task that requires competent, qualified and trained interpreters. The non-
observance of accuracy, the most important ethical principle, by incompetent 
practitioners is documented in the literature (e.g., Hale, 2010a; Lee, 2013; Gallez & 
Maryns, 2014; Nartowska, 2015). It is recommended, therefore, that pre-service training 
is to be mandated and only interpreters who undertook this training should be engaged by 
courts. In order to maintain a high standard of performance, practising court interpreters 
should be subjected to a regular process of mentoring and monitoring by suitably 
qualified personnel who are only answerable to an independent body that is not affiliated 
with institutions providing interpreting training. Regulatory powers need to be mandated 
and exercised to discipline and even deregister unsuitable practitioners. 
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It is recommended that court officials including lawyers should work with interpreters as 
professionals. In order to demonstrate this professional relationship, lawyers should be 
willing to cooperate with interpreters and assist them to perform their task optimally by, 
for instance, briefing them on the case and allowing them to have access to relevant 
documents prior to the commencement of the hearing/trial.  
 
It is also recommended that interpreters are allowed to use resources, e.g., mobile phones, 
to search for or check a word should the need arise when interpreting during the 
trial/hearing. This is a gesture of recognition of their difficult task on a par with lawyers, 
who are allowed to refer to their manuals and notes. To further assist interpreters to 
perform better, other measures should also be taken. These may include the use of better 
acoustic systems in the courtrooms to enable interpreters to hear all the concerned parties, 
and the decrease of the judges’ speech delivery rate when, for instance, handing down 
decisions or reading out sentences.  
 
7.5.3 Recommendations for Arabic court interpreters 
In the light of the findings of the present study, it is recommended that Arabic interpreters 
should always strive to interpret the courtroom questions pragmatically. On a macro-
level, they need to develop an understanding of how the court discourse operates, and 
what pragmatic concepts underpin it. On a micro-level, it is imperative that they pay 
close attention to syntax and prosody through which is the only way intended meaning 
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can be expressed and inferred. Also, they need to know how the questions in Arabic and 
English are formed and used, and what coping strategies are required to use to produce 
pragmatic equivalence. Furthermore, they should also strive to maintain the courtroom 
register through the use of ESA, which is the most appropriate speech style for that 
purpose as validated by this study. It is recommended that interpreters should strive to 
underpin their interpreting experience with theoretical knowledge and research. In the 
same vein, it is recommended that they undertake research in their preferred areas of 
interest pertaining to court interpreting. Since research in Arabic-English pair hardly 
exists, any attempt to shed more light on this area of scholarship will be of great benefit 
to all those concerned, including the practitioners, particularly Arabic interpreters and the 
interpreter training educators. Arabic interpreters may use the results of the present study 
as a starting point to achieve that goal.  
 
Concluding remark on recommendations 
The results of the present study evidently showed that ideally pragmatic terpretation of 
the courtroom questions, at least into Arabic, is not yet a realty in the Australian courts. 
However, not all responsibility for the status quo lies with the interpreters alone.  
Although court interpreters are required to “interpret to the best of their skill and ability” 
as stated in the court interpreter’s oath, they are not prepared or treated as professionals 
on par with other legal professionals like lawyers.  Addressing the status quo necessitates 
an integrated, holistic and fair approach. The first step is setting up a professional 
Chapter 7  Accuracy of Court Interpreting 
274 
association that “polices” the profession and “regulates” the practitioners. Many 
professions have an established professional association and a set of standards against 
which qualifications are awarded, and unprofessional or unethical conduct is disciplined. 
It is expected that the existence of such an association will enhance the quality of 
interpreting provided as well as the status and reputation of the profession. However, this 
would be of little or no benefits if the other issues mentioned above were not addressed, 
specifically the issue of remuneration.   
 
7.6 Contribution of the study 
The contribution of this study is four-fold:  
 
i) It is the first empirical study that utilised prosody in analysing the acoustic 
features of both the courtroom questions and their (Arabic) interpretations. 
Through prosody, new insights were gained into addressing accuracy-
specific issues in the interpretations of the courtroom questions. 
ii) It is the first academic thesis entirely dedicated to empirically exploring 
the challenges and difficulties involved in interpreting courtroom 
questions into Arabic.  
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iii) It is the first thesis that tackled the treatment of the register of courtroom 
questions into diglossic Arabic by adopting a universal language variety 
(ESA). 
iv) It is hoped that the thesis will help court interpreting training programmes 
become more theoretically informed, relevant and effective. 
 
7.7 Limitations of the study 
The present study is by no means exhaustive or flaw-free. Its main limitations can be 
summed up as follows: 
i) The data are limited to one language pair and one direction, i.e., into 
Arabic.  
ii) It analyses only the interpretation of the lawyers’ questions in isolation of 
the witnesses’ answers.  
iii) The taxonomy questions were second-hand data selectively adopted from 
Hale’s (2004) study. 
v) The taxonomy questions were a mixture of courtroom questions selected 
from different court cases without any strictly logical and topical link, or 
chronological order. 
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7.8 Suggestions for further research  
It is hoped that the findings of the present study will stimulate the interest in undertaking 
more research in Arabic as well as in other language pairs and in other settings. Further 
research can even investigate aspects of courtroom interpreting not covered by the 
present thesis. For instance, since the data of the present thesis are limited to analysing 
the courtroom questions into Arabic, it will be beneficial to extend the research by 
analysing the Arabic interpretation of the witnesses’ answers. There are also other areas 
of investigation worthy of exploring including the assessment of the trained and untrained 
interpreters’ performance and how this bears on the accuracy of interpreting.    
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APPENDIX 1  
 
TAXONOMY OF QUESTIONS 
CROSS- EXAMINATION 
 
No THE QUESTION 
1 Yes, you recognise this as a letter you wrote to the defendant regarding the alleged 
arrears and the rental, is that right? 
2 That’s because you you still wanted to fight with Mr Petro, is that correct? 
3 Uh, and when you came back from the city, uhm, you couldn’t find your car, is that 
correct? 
4 Right. You had previously told her not to speak to people she didn’t know, had you? 
5 And Mr Rix made these arrangements for you to find your car at Goulburn 
6 You met him by accident, did you? 
7 You’d seen it before, had you? 
8 It was just a screen door, was it? 
9 You remember what you said on the day of the interview, don’t you? 
10 Do you agree that you could have said, “I wanted to call him”? 
11 Now that’s not the same as what you just told us a minute ago, is it? 
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12 He didn’t shout anything of the kind, did he? 
13 You say, you’re making this all up, aren’t you? 
14 Mr Salim, you don’t like Mr Ali, do you? 
15 Well, you remember the roundabout, don’t you? 
16 You couldn’t see  any handle, can you? 
17 Well, you didn’t see the handle because there wasn’t any knife, isn’t that right? 
18 Well, you were yelling and screaming at this stage, weren’t you? 
19 See, what I’m putting to you is that you were yelling and screaming on the ground, at 
this stage.  
20 See, you wanna get him in trouble, don’t you? 
21 Uh do you accept that you filled out a claim, an insurance claim for the car on the 23
rd
 
of July?  
22 Uhm, well when you filled out the insurance claim, your wife did that on your behalf  
23 Now, in relation to the day you filled out the insurance claim form, can you be more 
specific as to when police told you that your car had been found? 
24 Right. The insurance claim form where did you get that from?   
25 Right. So did the insurance agent come around to your house on the 23
rd
?   
26 But you filled out the form on the 23
rd 
 
27 Right, uh, well you accept that you filled out the form on the 23
rd
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28  Where did you get the form from to fill out?  
29 See, your wife was trying to keep you away from, from defendant, wasn’t she? From 
you, I I withdraw that , your wife was trying to stop you from doing something to the 
defendant, wasn’t she?  
30 You see, you and Oscar’s wife, had an argument back in February last year, is that 
right?  
31  See? You had an argument with the defendant back in February last year, didn’t you?     
32 Well, do you think you might answer the question that  I just asked you?  
33 Now, you’ve told us in your evidence that the police came around to your house  uhm 
some early hours of the morning and late at night, about five times.  
34 Now, I put it to you Mr  Salim, that during the period of 6
th
 March 1992,  to 9
th
 July 
1992, the defendant did make regular weekly payments of a hundred and forty dollars  
 
No further questions your Honour 
EXAMINATION-IN-CHIEF 
No THE QUESTION 
1 Ah Mr Ah Mr Salim, could you please give your full name, address and your 
occupation to the court? 
2 Yes, can you tell the court what happened?   
3 Yes, now, can you tell the court what happened?  
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4 Right, well so could you just tell us what damage was done to your car? 
5 Not precisely, OK, can you tell us how you remember the screen was when you saw 
it? 
6 Can you look at that quickly please? 
7 Can you describe it to the court? 
8 Yeah, can you tell the court to the best... to the best of your recollection, to the best of 
your memory? 
9 And uh you tell the court that you have no prior convictions 
10 Well, is it correct that you have no previous convictions? 
11 Now, at that time your wife and defendant were together, can you tell the court, 
where you were?  
12 Well, when you first, when you first, when the defendant first approached you, where 
were you?  
13 Alright, now, uh, following the information that you received about what condition 
the car was in, what did you decide to do?  
14 Now, just pause there, do you remember what month of the year 1992 it was?  
 
No further questions your Honour 
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APPENDIX 2 
 
THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
Note to the participant: 
Please be advised that your completion of this Questionnaire signifies your consent to the 
use of data in the research according to HREC (Human Research Ethics Committee) 
guidelines. These guidelines are available on the HREC website at: 
http://www.uws.edu.au/research/ors/ethics/human_ethics 
 
Introduction 
 
This Questionnaire is part of an MA thesis on the interpretation of the courtroom questions 
from English into Arabic and the difficulties involved in this process. These difficulties 
may be due to differences between Arabic and English in terms of grammar (the 
composition of words, phrases and clauses), syntax (the pattern of formation of sentences 
and phrases from words), semantics (the relationship between sentences or words and their 
meanings) and pragmatics (language use in context and its effect on the interlocutors). 
Other difficulties may also be caused by the variations between the Modern Standard 
Arabic (MSA)   ىحصفلا and the spoken dialects (inter-regional Arabic and intra-regional 
Arabic dialects)  ةجرادلا تاجهللا. The aim of the following Questionnaire, therefore, is to 
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investigate these difficulties and their causes as well as to identify the coping strategies 
employed by Arabic interpreters to overcome them.  
1. Age 
 
18-25  [ ] 
26-35  [ ] 
36-45  [ ] 
46+  [ ] 
2. Gender 
Female [ ] 
Male   [ ] 
3. Country of origin:-----------------------------------------------------------------------  
 
4. Level of Education 
 
Secondary [ ] 
Undergraduate[ ] 
Post graduate [ ] 
PhD  [ ] 
None  [ ] 
5. Formal interpreting qualifications 
 
TAFE Diploma [ ] 
TAFE Advanced Diploma [ ] 
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BA in T&I [ ] 
Grad. Certificate [ ]  
Grad. Diploma[ ] 
Master  [ ] 
PhD  [ ] 
None   [ ] 
6. Length of interpreting experience in Australia 
 
0-5 years  [ ] 
6-10  [ ] 
11-15  [ ] 
16-20  [ ] 
21+  [ ] 
7. How long have you been living in Australia?-------------------------------------- 
 
8. How long have you been working as an interpreter in courts? 
0-5 years  [ ] 
6-10  [ ] 
11-15  [ ] 
16-20  [ ] 
21+  [ ] 
Appendices   Accuracy of Court Interpreting 
299 
 
9. How many hours per week, on average, do you interpret in courts? 
0-5   [ ] 
6-10  [ ] 
11-15  [ ] 
16-20  [ ] 
21+  [ ] 
10. What is your native Arabic dialect?------------------------------------------------- 
 
Please answer the following questions with as much details as possible: 
 
Q 1. What Arabic dialect do you usually use when interpreting in courts? –Mix of 
Standard & regional dialect---------------------------------------------------------------------------  
Q 2.  Does interpreting in your native dialect cause any comprehension difficulties for 
Arabic –speaking clients?  
Never [ ]   Sometimes [ ]  Always [ ]   
If always or sometimes, please tick all applicable answers: 
a) If the client comes from a country or region different to that I originally come from 
[ ] 
b) If the client is uneducated [ ] 
c) If the client is educated [ ] 
d) If the client is male [ ] 
e) If the client is female [ ]  
f) None of the above [ ] 
g) If other than the above, please explain:----------------------------------------------------  
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Q 3. What are the main problems you encounter when interpreting for speakers of other 
dialects? 
a) Vocabulary [ ] 
b) Pronunciation [ ] 
c) Phonology (how sounds are organized and used in the language) [ ] 
d) Prosody (the use of pitch, loudness, and rhythm in speech) [ ] 
e) Idiomatic expressions [ ]  
f) Grammar (e.g. word order) [ ] 
g) None of the above [ ] 
h) If other than the above, please provide any other problem:-----------------------------  
 
Q 4. What strategies do you use to overcome these problems? Please tick as many answers 
as you consider applicable. 
a) You ask the Arabic –speaking client to clarify, repeat or rephrase [ ]  
b) You interpret only the semantic (see above) meaning of the problematic 
utterance(s)and not the pragmatic meaning (see above) [ ] 
c) You do not interpret the utterance(s) that you don’t understand [ ] 
d) You guess the meaning from the context [ ]  
e) You bring the problem to the Court’s attention [ ]  
f) You withdraw from the assignment [ ]  
g) None of the above [ ]  
If other than the above, please explain any other strategies: …………………….. 
Q 5. Do you use the Modern Standard Arabic ىحصفلا?  
Never [ ]  Sometimes [ ]   Always [ ]    
If sometimes or always, what causes comprehension problems to the Arabic-speaking 
clients?  
a) Vocabulary [ ]  
b) Pronunciation [ ]  
c) Grammar (e.g. word order, passive verb), grammatical case (use of nominative, 
accusative or genitive markers) [ ]  
d) Syntactic Structure ( e.g. conditional clause ةيطرشلا ةلمجلا or circumstantial phrase 
(لاحلا] [  
e) None of the above [ ] 
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f) If other than the above, please explain: ---------------------------------------------------  
Q 6. Do you use the Educated Spoken Arabic (ESA) نيفقثملا ةغل (a mix of MSA ىحصفلاand 
the spoken dialects ةجرادلا تاجهللا)?  
Never heard of it [ ]  Never used it [ ] Sometimes [ ]  Always [ ]  
If sometimes or always, why?  
a) It is easy to use [ ] 
b) It provides a medium through which naturalness of speech and the register of Court 
can be maintained [ ]  
c) It is understood by all Arabic speakers [ ] 
d) It solves most, if not all, inter-dialectal problems of comprehension [ ] 
e) None of the above [ ] 
f) If other than the above, please explain:----------------------------------------------------  
Q 7. Do you think the comprehension difficulties the Arabic-speaking clients face because 
of the Court’s language are related to their (please tick all applicable answers): 
a) age [ ] 
b) gender [ ] 
c) level of education [ ]  
d) socio-economic background [ ] 
e) dialect  [ ] 
f) None of the above [ ]  
g)  If other than the above, please explain:-------------------------------------------  
Q 8. Do you interpret for speakers of all Arabic dialects? 
Yes [ ]  (Go to Q 10) 
No [ ] 
Q 9. If ‘No’: 
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i) What dialect or dialects you don’t do?---------------------------------------------ii) 
Why don’t you do this dialect or dialects ( please tick all the applicable answers):---
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
a) Unintelligible vocabulary [ ] 
b)  Unintelligible idiomatic expressions [ ]  
c) Unfamiliar pronunciation [ ]  
d) Unfamiliar grammar (e.g. word order) [ ] 
e) None of the above [ ] 
f) If other than the above, please explain: ---------------------------------------------------  
Q 10. How do you maintain accuracy when rendering the high register of the courtroom 
questions into the Arabic dialects? Please tick all the applicable answers: 
a) Rendering only legal terms into MSA [ ] 
b) Filtering the dialect of the colloquial and slang terms [ ] 
c) Using my native dialect [ ] 
d) Using the client’s dialect [ ] 
e) Using the vocabulary and grammatical forms that are shared with MSA [x ] 
f) None of the above [ ] 
g) If other than  the above, please explain: --------------------------------------------------  
 
Q 11. Do you agree that using dialects, and not MSA, when interpreting the high register 
of the courtroom questions is the same as simplifying it for the Arabic-speaking client? 
 Yes, I agree (Please tick all the applicable answers): 
a) Because they are colloquial and informal [ ]  
b) Because they are poor in their vocabulary, grammar and syntax [ ] 
c) Because they lack the linguistic sophistication of MSA [ ] 
d) Because of (other reasons, please explain) -----------------------------------------------  
 
 No, I disagree (Please tick all the applicable answers):  
a) Because they are the only real language people speak to communicate with each 
other [ ] 
b) Because they have a developed system of grammar as well as a rich lexicon which 
make them equally sophisticated to be used in rendering courtroom questions [ ]  
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c) Because of (other reasons, please explain) -----------------------------------------------  
Q 12. How do you strike a balance between maintaining naturalness in Arabic 
interpretation by using dialects on one hand, and avoiding the simplification of the high 
register of the courtroom questions on the other (Please tick all the applicable answers)? 
a) By using the vocabulary shared by both MSA and the respective dialect [ ] 
b) By using the grammatical structures as well as the phonological system that are 
common between MSA and the dialect in question [ ] 
c) By avoiding the use of inflections of names ( ا فيرصتءامسلأ( and conjugations of 
verbs (لاعف لأا فيرصت)of MSA [ ] 
d) None of the above [ ] 
e) If other than  the above, please explain: --------------------------------------------------  
 
Q 13. Do you agree that using dialects in rendering the formal register of English of the 
courtroom questions contravenes the principle of accuracy? Please tick all the applicable 
answers: 
a) No, because dialects are the only medium of daily communication used by native 
Arabic speakers and accuracy can still be maintained by using them [ ] 
b) No, because dialects are the only medium of communication understood by all lay 
people after they are freed from all the regional and local features [ ]  
c) No, because linguistically dialects are equal to MSA [ ] 
d) No, because dialects have a sophisticated syntactic and semantic system as well as 
a lexicon that put them on an equal footing with the high register of the Court [ ]  
e) None of the above [ ] 
f) If other than the above, please explain: ---------------------------------------------------  
g) Yes, because MSA is the only variety through which an interpreter can maintain 
the same level of accuracy in rendering the discourse of courtroom questioning [ ]  
h) Yes, (other reasons) please explain: -------------------------------------------------------  
 
Q 14. Do you interpret legal terminology when used in questioning by using equivalents in 
MSA or in the respective dialect?  
a) Always in MSA [ ] 
b) In MSA only if the client (witness, defendant, etc) is educated [ ] 
c) In my native dialect [ ] 
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d) In the client’s dialect [ ] 
e) None of the above [ ] 
f) If other than the above, please explain: ---------------------------------------------------  
 
Q 15. Please interpret the following questions spontaneously as if you were in a 
courtroom. Please do not revise, edit or change your renditions: 
a) Yes, you recognise this letter you wrote to the defendant regarding the alleged 
arrears and the rental, is that right?---------------------------------------------------------  
b) That’s because you you still wanted to fight with Mr Petro, is that correct? ----------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
c) Right. You had previously told her not to speak to people she didn’t know, had 
you?---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
d) You met him by accident, did you?--------------------------------------------------------  
e) You remember what you said on the day of the interview, don’t you? -----------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
f) You were yelling and screaming at this stage, weren’t you?-----------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
g) Right, well so could you just tell us what damage was done to your car?--------------
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
h) Yes, now can you tell the court what happened?-------------------------------------------
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
i) Well, is it correct that you have no prior convictions?------------------------------------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
j) Now, just pause there, do you remember what month of the year 1992 it was?-------
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------  
(End of section) 
 
Thank you for your participation 
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APPENDIX 3 
INVITATION EMAIL TO PARTICIPATE IN THE RESEARCH 
Dear Colleague, 
My name is Mohammad Bawazeer and I am practising Arabic interpreter. Currently, I am 
undertaking a higher degree research project at the University of Western Sydney. I am 
writing to you to request your participation in this research by completing the attached 
Questionnaire.  
My research seeks to investigate the wide range of difficulties involved in interpreting 
courtroom questions into Arabic. It will try to identify if these difficulties are due to the 
linguistic differences between Arabic and English in terms of syntax (the pattern of 
formation of sentences and phrases from words), semantics (the relationship between 
sentences or words and their meanings) and pragmatics (language use in context and its 
effect on the interlocutors). It will investigate other possible difficulties caused by the 
variations between the Modern Standard Arabic (MSA) ىحصفلاand the spoken dialects 
(both inter-regional Arabic and intra-regional Arabic dialects.  تاجهللا ةجرادلا  Furthermore, it 
will examine the coping strategies used by interpreters to solve the above-mentioned 
challenges. The study will also suggest alternative, theory-underpinned problem-solving 
strategies.  
The researcher has obtained the necessary ethics clearance which permits the conduct of 
this research. The researcher, as per the requirements of the ethics clearance, guarantees 
the anonymity of all participants. Should you need more information or have any 
questions, please contact the researcher at the contact details below. 
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You are advised to read the attached Participant Information Sheet before completing both 
the Consent Form and the Questionnaire.  
Your participation in this research is crucial for this research to achieve its objective of 
filling part of the gap in the field of Interpreting Studies pertaining to Arabic interpreting. 
Such a study will ultimately contribute to improving the performance of Arabic 
interpreters in forensic and non-forensic contexts alike.  
It will be greatly appreciated if you return the completed Questionnaire as soon you can.  
My kindest regards, 
Mohammad Bawazeer 
Mobile Phone No.: 0419165737  
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APPENDIX 4 
PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET 
 
College of Arts, School of Humanities and Communication ArtsUniversity of Western 
Sydney, Locked Bag 1797, Penrith NSW 2751 Australia 
Telephone: 0419165737 Email: 96463550@student.uws.edu.au 
 
Participant Information Sheet (General) 
Project Title  
Accuracy of Court Interpreting. A Study of the Interpretation of English Questions into 
Arabic 
Project Summary 
The research will investigate interpreting the courtroom questions into Arabic in order to 
identify the level of accuracy these questions are interpreted at, the difficulties involved 
and the coping strategies used by the professional Arabic interpreters. 
Who is carrying out the study? 
This study is being undertaken by Mohammad Bawazeer as part of a Higher Degree with 
the University of Western Sydney, Bankstown campus. Locked Bag 1797, Penrith NSW 
2751Australia. Tel. 61 2 9772The research is being supervised by Dr Raymond 
Chakhachiro as a principal supervisor, and Dr Mustapha Taibi as co-supervisor; both 
academics are senior lecturers at the same university.  
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How is the study being paid for? 
The study is not being sponsored by any agency, other than the support offered to research 
students by the University of Western Sydney. 
What does the study involve? 
The study will involve three different instruments; namely Questionnaire Group, Focus 
Group and Live Interpretation Group. Participants in the Questionnaire Group will be 
asked to complete a Questionnaire containing15 questions relating to the linguistic  
differences between Arabic dialects and the impact these differences have on the accuracy 
of interpreting the courtroom questions into Arabic. They will also be asked to translate 
into Arabic 10 courtroom questions drawn from published research. Informants in the 
Focus Group will be asked to attend an open discussion, moderated by the researcher, on 
the challenges of interpreting for clients speaking different Arabic dialects to those of the 
interpreters and the strategies interpreters employ to tackle these challenges. Subjects in 
Live Interpretation Group will be requested to provide a spontaneous translation of 30 
scripted courtroom questions drawn from published research. The questions will be played 
to each interpreter individually and their oral rendition will be audio-recorded. 
 
Although all subjects are accredited interpreters who are familiar with, and experienced in, 
the interpretation of this sort of questions, it is possible that some of them may still feel 
anxious or uncomfortable during or after the interpretation of the questions. This could be 
due to either the nature of questions or their relationship, professional or otherwise, with 
other participants or with the researcher. Should this happen the following strategies will 
be employed: 
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1) The participants are free to decline to interpret these questions or part thereof. No 
explanation for their refusal will be sought by the researcher; and 
2) Should any of the participants still feels distressed or stressed after the interpretation, 
he/she can seek a free counselling by contacting UWS Counselling Service on 02 9852 
5199. 
How much of my time will the study take? 
The time the study will take will vary according to the instrument you choose to participate 
in.  
1. Questionnaire Group: completing the Questionnaire will take approximately 45 minutes 
plus the reading time. However, participants will be given two weeks from the receipt date 
to complete it. 
2. Focus Group: the discussion is expected to last approximately one hour plus travel time.  
3. Live Interpretation Group: interpreting session is expected to last approximately 45 
minutes. 
Will the study benefit me? 
Yes. Numerous studies have confirmed that interpreters tend to inaccurately interpret 
courtroom questions, mainly into Spanish. Several reasons have been proposed for this 
poor performance; the main reason is the lack of awareness by the interpreters of the 
pragmatic and stylistic dimensions of language and their inability to produce pragmatic 
and stylistic equivalents for the complex English questions. The researcher, based on the 
findings of these studies, personal experience as a practising interpreter and anecdotal 
evidence (based on other interpreters' experiences), hypothesises that Arabic interpreters 
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encounter similar set of difficulties which make them provide inaccurate rendition of the 
courtroom questions into Arabic. The researcher aims through this study to identity these 
difficulties and their reasons and suggest solutions. As a result, this study will provide you 
with the following benefits: 
1. It will make you aware of the inaccuracies Arabic interpreters tend to habitually make in 
rendering the courtroom questions into Arabic; 
2. It will raise your awareness about the linguistic strategies employed by lawyers in 
constructing and asking these questions; 
3. It will inform you of the most effective ways of using the linguistic resources in the 
Arabic language that will enable you to produce linguistic constructions that are syntactic 
as well as pragmatic equivalents to the English questions,  
4. It will provide you with alternative coping strategies which are underpinned by research 
and not by personal whims, intuition or personal discretion; and  
5. Ultimately, it will provide you with the most effective strategies to improve your 
performance in the courtroom.  
 Participants in in the live interpreting session will be offered $50 each as a reimbursement 
for expenses. 
Will the study involve any discomfort for me? If so, what will you do to rectify it? 
There is a possibility that some participants may be stressed/distressed or feel 
uncomfortable depending on the instrument you decide to participate in. In order to 
minimize your discomfort, the following strategies will be adopted. 
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1. If you are a participant in the Questionnaire Group, the Questionnaire will be sent to you 
electronically and you will have a couple of weeks to complete it. This will ensure that you 
will be able to complete the Questionnaire at your most convenient times and at the place 
you choose. Should you feel too stressed or distressed in completing the Questionnaire, 
you have the option to abandon it as you are not obliged to return it. 
2. If you are taking part in the Focus Group, you will be asked to attend an open discussion 
at the UWS Bankstown campus. For your convenience: only interpreters live or work 
locally will be advised to attend; session will be held either after hours, or during the 
weekend whatever suits the majority of participants. You are free to leave at any time 
before the completion of the discussion; you are not obliged to answer any question, nor to 
take part in any part of the discussion. 
3. If you choose to take part in the Live Interpretation Group, the researcher will come to 
you at the location, day and time of your choice.  This will be prearranged between you 
and the researcher. You will be under no obligation to interpret all the questions; you can 
decline to interpret any question or questions. You will also have the freedom to do the 
interpretation on two different occasions in case you find it too stressful/distressful to 
complete it in one session. 
4. Should the above strategies proved to be inadequate and you still feel distressed/stressed 
by your participation in this research project for whatever reason(s), you will be provided 
with a free counselling by contacting UWS Counselling Service on 02 9852 5199. 
How is this study being paid for?  
All aspects of the study, including results, will be confidential and only the researchers will 
have access to information on participants. Any results or findings included in the final 
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research thesis will be identified so individual participants cannot be identified in any way. 
The results will be disseminated in a thesis, and in peer reviewed journal articles and at 
conferences. 
Can I withdraw from the study? 
Participation is entirely voluntary: you are not obliged to be involved and - if you do 
participate -you can withdraw at any time without giving any reason and without any 
consequences. 
Can I tell other people about the study?  
Yes, you can tell other people about the study by providing them with the chief 
investigator's contact details. They can contact the chief investigator to discuss their 
participation in the research project and obtain an information sheet. 
Data storage  
There are a number of government initiatives in place to centrally store research data and 
to make it available for further research. For more information, see 
http://www.ands.org.au/and http://www.rdsi.uq.edu.au/about. Regardless of whether the 
information you supply or about you is stored centrally or not, it will be stored securely 
and it will be de-identified before it is made to available to any other researcher. 
What if I require further information? 
hen you have read this information, Mohammad Bawazeer will discuss it with you further 
and answer any questions you may have. If you would like to know more at any stage, 
please feel free to contact the researcher, Mohammad Bawazeer, on 0419165737. 
What if I have a complaint? 
Appendices   Accuracy of Court Interpreting 
313 
 
This study has been approved by the University of Western Sydney Human Research 
Ethics Committee. The Approval number is H9458 
If you have any complaints or reservations about the ethical conduct of this research, you 
may contact the Ethics Committee through the Office of Research Services on Tel +61 2 
4736 0229 Fax +61 2 4736 0013 or email humanethics@uws.edu.au. 
If you agree to participate in this study, you may be asked to sign the Participant Consent 
Form. 
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APPENDIX 5 
 
PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM 
Participant Consent Form 
This is a project specific consent form. It restricts the use of the data collected to the named 
project by the named investigators. 
Project Title: Accuracy of Court Interpreting. A Study of the Interpretation of English 
Questions into Arabic 
I,_____________________________________________  [name of participant] consent to 
participate in the research project titled Accuracy of Court Interpreting. A Study of the 
Interpretation of English Questions into Arabic 
I acknowledge that: 
I have read the participant information sheet and have been given the opportunity to 
discuss the information and my involvement in the project with the researcher/s. 
The procedures required for the project and the time involved have been explained to me, 
and any questions I have about the project have been answered to my satisfaction. 
I consent to the participate in the outlined research project. 
I understand that my involvement is confidential and that the information gained during the 
study may be published but no information about me will be used in any way that reveals 
my identity. 
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I understand that I can withdraw from the study at any time, without affecting my 
relationship with the researcher/s now or in the future. 
Signed:...................................................................................................................... .............  
Name:.....................................................................................................................................  
Date:........................................................................................................................ ...............  
Return Address: College of Arts, School of Humanities and Communication Arts 
University of Western Sydney 
Locked Bag 1797 
Penrith NSW 2751Australia 
 
This study has been approved by the University of Western Sydney Human Research 
Ethics Committee. The Approval number is: H9458. 
 
If you have any complaints or reservations about the ethical conduct of this research, you 
may contact the Ethics Committee through the Office of Research Services on Tel +61 2 
4736 0229 Fax +61 2 4736 0013 or email humanethics@uws.edu.au. Any issues you raise 
will be treated in confidence and investigated fully, and you will be informed of the 
outcome 
 
